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PREFACE 


In 1959 I published two articles on the development of the 
inquiries into the Western Text of the Gospels and Acts during 
the years 1949 to 1959 1. They were meant to be а sequel to my 
book published in 1949 with the title A Survey of the Researches 
into the Western Text of the Gospels and Acts ?. 

When I started to study the developments during the last ten 
years, I soon arrived at the conclusion that so many important 
discoveries had been made and so many valuable books and articles 
had appeared that a survey in the form of an article would be 
impossible. I had to choose the form of a book. In this book the 
inquiries during the years 1949 to 1969 have been incorporated so 
as to make it in the real sense of the word a second part of the first 
Survey. 

The plan and the contents of this book have been dictated by 
the inquiries of the last twenty years. This means that some parts 
of the problem of the Western Text have received much more 
emphasis than other parts. This might seem to give an unbalanced 
character to this work. However, a glance at the contents shows that 
no region where the Western Text was used, has been omitted. 

In addition to this we have tried to make this book more than 
a mere summary of other men's opinions. In many cases we have 
added our own contributions to the different problems. Finally, 
in the last chapter we hope to have offered an original contribution 
to the question of the origin of the Western Text. But we are 
obliged to say that this chapter could not have been written but 
for the findings of so many scholars who have devoted their energies 
to solving the age-old problem of the 


Western Text of the Gospels and Acts. 


1 A. Е. J. KLIJN, “A Survey of the Researches into the Western Text 
of the Gospels and Acts (1949-1959)", in: NT з 1959, р. 1-27 and 161-173. 

2 A. F. J. Кілім, A Survey of the Researches into the Western Text of the 
Gospels and Acts, Utrecht 1949. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The inquiries during the years 1949 to 1969 can be divided into 
two periods of about ten years each 1. In the first ten years the 
result of work done in the previous decades was evaluated. This 
led to an intensive study of the Old Syriac text and a deeper pene- 
tration into the riddles of the Caesarean Text. Studies into the 
Diatessaron had reached their culminating point just a few years 
earlier and fell into the back-ground. 

The second period was dominated by some spectacular discoveries. 
We only mention the papyri of the Bodmer Collection with large 
parts of the Gospels of John and Luke, the Syriac commentary 
of Ephrem on the Diatessaron in the Chester Beatty Collection, 
the Gospel of Thomas with its many “Words” of Jesus discovered 
among the important Gnostic writings from Nag Hammadi, and a 
Coptic Manuscript of Acts with a Western Text. 

Textual critics were obliged to fit these discoveries into the 
picture they favoured of the history of the text. It appeared that 
this was not always possible. The history of the text in Egypt and 
Syria seemed to invite a fresh inquiry. This emphasis on the text in 
Syria and Egypt perhaps led to a lack of interest in the problems 
of the Latin text and the Caesarean text. In this book, however, 


* During this period a number of survey-articles has appeared: 
E. Massaux, “Etat actuel de la Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament”, 
in: NRT 69 1953, p. 703-726; B. M. METZGER, “A Survey of recent Research 
in the ancient Versions of the New Testament", in: NTS 2 1955/56, p. 1-16; 
J. DupLacy, “Ой en est la Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament ?”, 
in: RSR 45 1957, p. 419-441; 46 1958, p. 270-316 and 431-462; K. ALAND, 
“The present Position of New Testament Textual Criticism", in: Studia 
Evangelica, in: TU 73 1959, p. 717-731; К. Тн. SCHÄFER, “Der Ertrag der 
textkritischen Arbeit am Neuen Testament seit der Jahrhundertwende”’, in: 
BZ n.F. 4 1960, р. 1-18, cf. К. ALAND, "Eine Bemerkung zur gegenwärtigen 
Arbeit der neutestamentlichen Textkritik", in: idem, p. 315-318; H. H. 
OLIVER, “Present Trends in the Textual Criticism of the New Testament", 
in: JBR 30 1962, р. 308-320; |. DuPrAcv, "Bulletin de Critique Textuelle 
du Nouveau Testament", in: RSR 50 1962, p. 242-263, 564-598; 51 1963, 
р. 432-462; J. DurLacy, “Bulletin de Critique Textuelle du Nouveau 
Testament II", in: RSR 53 1965, p. 257-284 and 54 1966, p. 426-476; 
Н. К. Moutron, “The Present State of New Testament Textual Criticism", 
in: The Bible Translator 16 1965, p. 193-198; B. M. METZGER, “Bibliographic 
Aids for the Study of the Manuscripts of the New Testament”, in: Anglican 
Theol. Review 48 1966, p. 339-355. 
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we hope to show that studies of the Syriac text and the Egyptian 
text have their bearing upon the Latin text and especially upon the 
Caesarean text. 

In this introduction we may point to some important studies 
which do not deal with the Western Text in particular but never- 
theless touch the problem in one way or another. 

First of all we may mention three text-books on textual criticism 
written by V. Taylor t, T. H. Greenlee ?, and B. M. Metzger?. The first 
two books are clearly meant for the average student. They give a 
good insight into the material and the practice of textual criticism. 
The book by Metzger gives valuable observations on the history of 
textual criticism. Otherwise, the contents of these books are not par- 
ticular different from those in the text-books written sixty years ago. 

We hope below to show something which was already becoming 
known, namely that the grouping of manuscripts into the four 
classical types of text which we still find referred to even in the 
modern text-books, is out of date. This grouping was the result 
of ideas which can no longer be accepted. 

Next, we still get the impression from these books that one can 
speak about textual criticism without going into the origins of the 
Gospels. The more we go into the history of the text the more we 
notice the link between the problems of the text and those of the 
Gospel origins. In some articles it has been said that when Matthew 
and Luke incorporated Mark into their Gospels, the Gospel of Mark 
had already been modified by an occasional or even a thorough 
rewriting *. Inquiries into the quotations in the very early eccle- 
siastical authors show the importance of the period of oral tradition 
not only for the formation of the Gospels but also for the develop- 
ment of the text 5. 


3 V. TAYLOR, The Text of the New Testament, London 1961. 

2 J. H. GREENLEE, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism, 
Grand Rapids 1964. 

3 B. M. METZGER, The Text of the New Testament, its Transmission, 
Correction and Restauration, Oxford 1964 (sec. ed. 1968). We may add to 
this the earlier, but now partially revised works by Е. C. Kenyon, The Text 
of the Greek Bible, London 1947? and H. |. VocELs, Handbuch der Textkritik 
des Neuen Testaments, Bonn 1955?. 

4 Cf. J. РАІВМАМ Brown, “An early Revision of the Gospel of Mark”, 
in: JBL 78 1959, р. 215-227, and J. Е. GLasson, "Ап early Revision of the 
Gospel of Mark”, in: idem 85 1966, p. 231-233. See also О. Linton, “ЕуШМеп- 
ces of a second-century revised Edition of St. Mark’s Gospel", in: NTS 14 
1967/68, p. 321-355. 

5 E. FASCHER, Textgeschichte als hermeneutisches Problem, Halle 1953; 
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With these text-books we may mention a book written by 
Kieffer 1. Starting from only a few verses in the Gospel of John, 
he tries to make a complete assessment of the available textual 
material and to show internal relationships. The results are forced 
into the classical types of text. This does not appear a satisfactory 
procedure. The author has also had to draw general conclusions 
from a very limited field of research. 

A few editions of the Greek New Testament call for our attention. 
The Nestle-Aland-Editions has added to its apparatus the evidence 
of the newly discovered papyri, but the text still reflects the well 
known nineteenth century editions. A new edition of the text and 
apparatus is to be expected 2. The edition of Merk has given the 
evidence of the papyri in an appendix. For those interested in the 
Western text it is good to know that in this edition the evidence 
of the Diatessaron has been cited in the apparatus?. The publi- 
cation of the Greek text of the New English Bible is to be welcomed. 
It is an eclectic text which shows a great deal of agreement with 
the Nestle-Aland text. The appendix with notes on variant readings 
is very useful 4. 

The Greek text published by the United Bible Societies serves 
a particular purpose. It is meant for translators who are presented 
with readings which are of any importance for our restoring of the 
original text. This means that only a limited number of variant 
readings are given in the apparatus. But in order to make a choice, 
the evidence of the different readings is given as fully as possible. 
In addition to this the variant readings are grouped according to 
their claim to be more or less in accordance with the original text 5. 


М. KARNETZKI, "Textgeschichte als Überlieferungsgeschichte", in: ZNW 47 
1956, p. 160-180. 

1 Б. KIEFFER, "Au delà des Recensions? L'Évolution de la Tradition 
Textuelle dans Jean УТ, 52-71”, in: Coniect. Biblica, New Testament Series 3, 
Lund 1968. 

2 Novum Testamentum Graece, 25. Auflage 1963/1967. See also К. ALAND, 
“The Greek New Testament: its present and future Editions”, in: JBL 87 
1968, p. 179-186. 

3 Novum Testamentum Graece et Latinum, ed. A. MERK, Roma 1964. 

4 The Greek New Testament, being the Text translated in the New English 
Bible 1961, ed. К. У. С. TASKER, Oxford-Cambridge 1964, cf. Review by 
А. Е. J. KLIN, in: NTS 11 1964/65, p. 184-185, see also T. GAUMER, “Ап 
Examination of some Western textual Variants adopted in the Greek Text 
of the New English Bible", in: The Bible Translator 16 1965, p. 184-189. 

5 The Greek New Testament, ed. by KURT ALAND, MATTHEW BLACK, BRUCE 
M. METZGER, ALLEN WIKGREN, American Bible Society, British and Foreign 
Bible Society, National Bible Society of Scotland, Netherlands Bible Society, 
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Although this last edition is also based on the eclectic method 1, 
it also provides a text with only a few deviations from Nestle- 
Aland. This again proves that the xB text is still supposed to 
contain the greatest percentage of original readings. This, however, is 
not tosay that the text asa whole is identical with the original text ?. 

The joint English and American project to publish a Greek 
text with the greatest possible number of variant readings has 
published at last one page of Luke in order to show what the 
coming edition will look like. This proof sheet was, however, 
not very favourably received by Aland 3. 

Finally we may mention a concordance of Greek words especially 
met with in readings particular to the Manuscript D. This work com- 
piled by Yoderis very useful for every student of the Western Text 4. 


Württemberg Bible Society 1966, cf. R. P. MARKHAM-E. A. NIDA, An 
Introduction to the Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, publ. by the Sponsor- 
ing Societies 1966, and Review by I. A. Morr, in: NTS 14 1967 68, p. 136-143, 
see also К. ALAND, The Greek New Testament ... We may also refer to the 
second edition of the Greek New Testament published by the British and 
Foreign Bible Society in 1958 with the text of 1904, but with a revised 
critical apparatus and A Greek-English Diglot for the Use of Translators 
published from 1959 in different parts by the same Society with an eclectic 
text. 

i СЕ. K. W. CLARK, “The Effect of recent Textual Criticism upon the 
New Testament Studies”, in: D. W. Davies and D. DAUBE, The Background 
of the New Testament . . . in hon. of C. H. Dodd, Cambridge 1956, р. 21-51, 
р. 37: “The eclectic method is openly embraced in our day”. 

2 See K. ALAND, “Neue Neutestamentliche Papyri II", in: NTS r2 
1965/66, p. 193-210, who reopens the debate on the Western-non-Inter- 
polations in the light of the ancient papyri recently discovered which have 
the interpolations, see also J. A. FiTZMEYER, “Papyrus Bodmer II: Some 
Features of our oldest Text of Luke”, in: СВО 24 1962, p. 170-179, and 
E. C. CorwzLL, ‘External Evidence and New Testament Textual Criticism", 
in: Studies in the History and Text of the New Testament in honor of К. W. 
Clark by В. 1. Dante and M. |. Suaes, іп: S and D XXIX, Salt Lake 
City 1967, р. 1-12. 

3 See K. ALAND, “Bemerkungen zu Probeseiten einer groszen kritischen 
Ausgabe des Neuen Testaments", in: Studien zur Überlieferung des Neuen 
Testaments und seines Textes, in: Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Text- 
forschung II, Berlin 1967, p. 81-90, see also ALAND, in: NTS 14 1965/66, 
р. 176-185, and J. DupLacy, “Une Tâche importante en Difficulté: l'Édition 
du Nouveau Testament еп Grec", in: NTS 14 1967/68, р. 457-468. See also 
Е. C. Сомеи, I. A. Sparks, F. Wisen P. К. МсВеумогоз, “The Inter- 
national Greek New Testament Project: a Status Report”, in: JBL 87 
1968, p. 187-197. 

4 J.D. YoDER, “Concordance to the Distinctive Greek Text of Codex 
Bezae", in: NTS II, Leiden 1961, see also J. D. YODER, "The Language 
of the Gospel Variants of Codex Bezae" in: NT 3 1959, р. 241-248 and 
J. D. Үоркк, “Semitisms in Codex Bezae, in: JBL 78 1959, р. 317-321. 


CHAPTER ONE 
SYRIA 
a. THE DIATESSARON 


In 1939 C. Peters brought together the results of the work 
by D. Plooy and A. Baumstark in a book entitled: Das Diatessaron 
Tatians, seine Überlieferung und sein Nachwirken im Morgen- und 
Abendland sowie der heutige Stand seiner Erforschung *. They had 
come to the conclusion that Tatian made use of a fifth source, 
the Gospel of the Hebrews, and that the Diatessaron had a great 
influence upon the early versions of the New Testament, in particu- 
lar on the Old Syriac, the Old Latin, the Armenian and the Georgian 
version ?. 

These results were far from generally accepted. In 1948 
B. M. Metzger summed up the points of view in these words: “A 
still larger problem which continues to divide scholarly opinion 
is the extent of the alleged Tatianic influence upon the textual 
history of the Gospels—a problem which perhaps will never by 
satisfactorily settled" 3. And more than ten years later L. Leloir, 
one of the connoiseurs of the Diatessaron, writes about the apocry- 
phal element: “Та proportion d'éléments apocryphes dans le A 
(sc. Diatessaron) n'est pourtant pas élévée, si bien qu'un évangile 
purement apocryphe n'a pu intervenir dans le rédaction du A que 
comme source occasionelle et secondaire" 4. 

These sceptical remarks did not prevent the publishing of a 
number of very important editions of the Diatessaron. In 1951 the 
Persian Diatessaron appeared with an Italian translation. Messina, 
who published this text, had a keen eye for the importance of this 


3 C. PETERS, "Das Diatessaron Tatians, seine Überlieferung und sein 
Nachwirken in Morgen- und Abendland sowie der heutige Stand seiner 
Erforschung”, in: Orientalia Christiana Analecta 123, Roma 1939. 

2 See KLIJN, Survey, p. 87-110. 

3 B. M. METZGER, "The Evidence of the Versions for the Text of the 
New Testament", in: M. M. Parvis and A. P. WikGREN, New Testament 
Manuscript Studies, Chicago 1948, p. 25-68, p. 29. 

4 L. LELOIR, "Le Diatessaron de Tatien”, in: L'Orient Syrien I 1956, 
p. 208-231 and 313-334, p. 317. An excellent survey of work in the field of 
the Diatessaron Бу Tj. BAARDA, “Ор Zoek naar de Tekst van het Diatessa- 
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ron”, in: VT 32 1961/62, р. 107-119. 
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text with its parallels with the Gospel of the Hebrews and the 
Protevangelium of James. However, the order of this Diatessaron 
is quite different from the other known Diatessara and this poses 
the question whether this text can be called a Diatessaron or whether 
it isa compilation of Old Syriac pericopes translated into Persian 1. 

Two years later Leloir published a new edition and a translation 
of the Armenian version of Ephrem’s commentary on the Dia- 
tessaron ?. Again two years later after this, he was entrusted with 
the publication of the original Syriac text of this commentary 3. 
Textual critics were already indebted to Leloir for these two works 
but he added to these a summary of quotations from the New 
Testament in the Syriac and the Armenian text of Ephrem’s 
commentary with an apparatus of the readings in the Old Syriac 
translations, the Peshitto, the Armenian translation, quotations 
in Syriac and Armenian authors, the Latin translations and quota- 


1 С. Messina, "Lezioni Apocrifi del Diatessaron Persiano”, in: Bibl зо 
1949, p. 10-27 and IDEM, “Parallelismi Semitismi Lezioni tendenzioni nell’ 
Armonia Persiano”, in: idem 30 1949, р. 356-376; В. M. METZGER, "Tatian's 
Diatessaron and a Persian Harmony of the Gospels", in: JBL 69 1950, 
p. 261-280, see also IDEM, “Tatian’s Diatessaron and a Persian Harmony 
of the Gospels", in: Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criti- 
cism, in: NTTS IV, Leiden 1963, p. 97-120; С. Messina, “Diatessaron 
Persiano”, in: BO 14, Roma 1951, see Review by H. |. VocErs, in TL 76 
1951, С. 545-547; A. J. B. Hıcsıncs, “The Persian Gospel Harmony as а 
Witness to Tatian's Diatessaron", in: JTS n. S. 3 1952, р. 83-87, and IDEM, 
“The Persian and Arabic Gospel Harmonies", in: Studia Evamgelica, in: 
TU 73 1959, p. 793-810. , 

2 L. Геготв, “Saint Ephrem Commentaire de l'Evangile Concordant", 
in: CSCO 137, I Louvain 1953; 142, II Louvain 1954; L. Maps, “Pour 
l'Étude du Diatessaron", in: RSR 44 1956, p. 228-233. 

з L. LELOI, “L’Original Syriaque du Commentaire de S. Ephrem sur le 
Diatessaron", in: Bibl до 1959, p. 959-970, and IDEM, “Saint Ephrem, 
Commentaire de l'Évangile Concordant, Texte Syriaque (Manuscrit Chester 
Beatty 709)". Édité et Traduit par Dom Louis Lzrorm, in: Chester Beatty 
Monographs No. 8, Dublin 1963, see also J. N. BIRDSALL, “The Syriac 
Original of the Commentary of Ephrem the Syrian upon the Concordant 
Gospel", in: The Evangelical Quarterly 37 1965, p. 132-141. Comparison of 
the Syriac and Armenian text in І. LeLoir, “Divergences entre l'Original 
Syriaque et la Version Arménienne du Commentaire d'Éphrem sur le Dia- 
tessaron’’, in: Mélanges Eugene Tisserant, in: Studi e Testi 232, Città del 
Vaticano 1964, p. 303-331. For fragments of the Commentary in Syriac, see 
Ту. BAARDA, “А Syriac Fragment of Mar Ephraem’s Commentary on the 
Diatessaron", in: NTS 8 1961/62, p. 287-300, with an addition by 
L. ABRAMOWSKI-A. Е. GOODMAN, “Luke XIII. 46 ПАРАТІФЕМЛІ in a rare 
Syriac rendering", in: idem 13 1966/67, p. 290-291, see also P. ORTIZ 
VALDIVIELSO, "Un nuevo fragmento siríaco del Commentario de S. Efrén 
al Diatessaron (P. Palau Rib. 2)", in: Studia Papyrol. 5 1966, р. 7-17. 
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tions in Latin authors !. Finally Leloir published a French trans- 
lation based upon both the Armenian and the Syriac text ?. 

To all this we may add a collection of quotations from the 
Diatessaron in early Syriac ecclesiastical authors brought together 
by Ortiz de Urbina? and two parts of the edition of the Liége 
Diatessaron by Dr. A. H. A. Bakker *. 

But is seemed as if all these important publications did not affect 
the general attitude towards the value of the Diatessaron. We may 
quote the words of Leloir again as found in his latest work: “Il 
n'est pas possible, dans l'état actuel de nos connaissances, de déterm- 
iner avec une absolue certitude si le Diatessaron a été écrit en Orient 
ou en Occident, si la langue dans laquelle il est écrit a été le syriaque 
ou le grec. Pourtant, l'origine syriaque parait plus probable" 5. 
This conclusion is in agreement with what can be found in the text- 
books. Metzger even deals with the Diatessaron in his chapter on 
“Patristic Quotations", but he concludes: “It is doubtless true, 
however, that not a few instances of harmonisation of the text of 
the Gospels in certain witnesses (notably the Western witnesses) 
are to be ascribed to Tatian's influence” 6. 

Now quite unexpectedly the text of the Diatessaron has become 
the centre of interest since the discovery that this text shows a 
large measure of agreement with the Gospel of Thomas, one of 
the writings discovered in Nag Hammadi. 

Already before the official publication of the text? Quispel 
had noticed the agreement between a number of logia in the Gospel 


1 L. LELOIR, "Témoignage d'Éphrem sur le Diatessaron", in: CSCO 227, 
Subsidia 19, Louvain 1962, see also L. LELOIR, “L’Evangile d’Ephrem 
d'aprés les Oeuvres éditées. Recueil des Textes", in: idem 180, Subsidia 12, 
Louvain 1958. 

E Ephrem de Nisibe, "Commentaire de l'Évangile concordant ou Dia- 
tessaron. Traduit du Syriaque et de l'Arménienne'", раг L. LELOIR, in: 
Sourc. Chret. 121, Paris 1966. 

3 Biblia Polyglotta Matritensia, Series VI: “Vetus Evangelium Syrorum 
et exinde excerptum Diatessaron Tatiani", editionem curavit IGNATIUS 
ORTIZ DE URBINA, Matriti 1967. 

4 “The Liege Diatessaron..." by |р. PLoov and tC. A. PHILLIPS, 
А. H. A. BAKKER..., Part VI and VII, in: Verhandel. der Kon. Nederl. 
Akad. van Wetensch., afd. Letterk., nieuwe Reeks, deel XXXI, Amsterdam 
1963 and 1965. 

5 Leo, “Ephrem”, in: Sourc. Chret., р. 18. 

8 METZGER, Text, p. 92. 

7 A. GUILLAUMONT, H.-CH. Роксн, С. QUISPEL, W. Тил, and ТУА55АН 
‘ABD AL MasiH, The Gospel according to Thomas, Coptic Text established 
and translated, Leiden-London 1959 (also in Dutch and French editions). 
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of Thomas, the Diatessaron, the quotations in the Ps. Clementines, 
fragments of Jewish Christian Gospels and quotations in the work 
of Justin Martyr. In an article written in 1957 Quispel stated his 
opinion which has hardly changed during the twelve years follow- 
ing!. It amounts to this: Tatian used a fifth source, a Jewish- 
Christian Gospel 2, in composing his Diatessaron, which source 
was also known to Justin and the Ps. Clementines and which 
influenced the Western Text. 

These important conclusions—not only for the Diatessaron but 
also for the Western Text as a whole—have to be critically reviewed. 
We may follow up five lines of appoach: 


I. The Text of the Logia in the Gospel of Thomas and the Text of the 
Diatessaron 


The many agreements between the Logia of the synoptic type 
in the Gospel of Thomas and the text of the Diatessaron proves 
that in Syria, where the Gospel of Thomas was written, a particular 
text of the New Testament existed 3. 

To this general statement we may add a few remarks. The 
parallels between Ev. Th. and the Diatessara can be explained 
in several ways. The Diatessaron might depend on the Ev. Th., 
but this seems improbable, because the parallels are limited to 


і С. QuISPEL, "The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament”, in: 
VC тт 1957, p. 189-207, cf. С. QuISPEL, “The Diatessaron and the Historical 
Jesus", in: Studi e Materiali di Storia nelle Religioni 38 1967, p. 463-472. 
He apparently found a faithful follower in M. Mess, “Die Änderungen und 
Zusätze im Matthäus-Evangelium des Codex Вегае”, in: Vetera Christianorum 
4 I967, p. 107-129. 

2 Quispel’s ideas about the Jewish-Christian Gospels are not clear. Usually 
he speaks about a Gospel of the Hebrews, but in one of his latest publications 
he refers to the " ‘Gospel of the Hebrews’ (Nazarenes)”. This curious title 
is probably intended to say that, according to Quispel, some relation exists 
between the Gospel of the Hebrews and the Gospel of the Nazarenes. But 
what relation? In his article mentioned in the preceeding note he says, 
р. тот: 5... the Nazarene Gospel and the Ebionite Gospel were just recen- 
sions of an underlying Gospel of the Hebrews”. This is repeated in his 
"L'Évangile selon Thomas et le Diatessaron", in: VC 1959, p. 87-117, 
р. 116, n. 2, where it is said that the Gospel of the Hebrews is “d’origine 
araméenne". But in 1967 Quispel writes in his "Makarius, das Thomas- 
evangelium und das Lied von der Perle", in: Supplem. to NT XV 1967, 
р. 81, contrary to his earlier statements: “Es ist naheliegend, das Hebräer- 
evangelium für eine erweiternde Übersetzung des Nazavdevevangeliwms zu 
halten”. 

з See QuIspEL, Diatessaron, р. 89-95, and К. SCHIPPERS, Het Evangelie 
van Thomas, Kampen 1960, with a contribution by TJ. BAARDA giving a 
very useful list of witnesses supporting variant readings in Ev. Th. 
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those of the synoptic type in the Ev. Th. The Ev. Th. might depend 
on the Diatessaron and this is less improbable though it means 
that the Ev. Th. must have been written at the end of the second 
century 1. This seems rather late. A third possibility is the depend- 
ence of both Ev. Th. and Diatessaron on a similar text of the 
Gospel. This might be a canonical Gospel or an Apocryphal Gospel. 
Ouispel gives some parallels between Ev. Th. and Diatessaron 
which would show that the two writings are dependent on the same 
extra-canonical text ?. These are: 


Matth. 5, 11:... xal бую өм... 

Luk. 6,22: ... prohowow... 

Ev. Th. 68: ... when you are hated and persecuted... 

Та 1+; ,.. hate and persecute... 

Ps. Clem. Hom. XI 202:... хөр Соутєс, буфФхоутес, илбобутес, 
XII 29 4:... 9woxÓpevot, utooduevor, AoLdopob- 

Uevot 
Polyc., ad Phil. 12,3:... pro prosequentibus et odientibus. 


Both the Ev. Th. and Diatessaron seem to harmonise Matthew 
and Luke. It appears that this harmonisation is already present 
in Polycarp and the Ps. Clementines. These last two writings might 
be using independent Gospel-tradition. But even if they did in 
these passages, it appears to be absolutely unnecessary to suppose 
that for this reason Ev. Th. and Diatessaron are using the same or a 
similar independent source. Harmonising Matthew and Luke seems 
to be an obvious procedure for Tatian in this passage. 

In Ev. Th. 33 we find an interesting parallel with T! which reads: 


1! Ev. Th. 
No one sets a light, for no one lights a lamp 
when it is kindled, under and puts it under 
the cornvat, nor under the bed, a bushel, nor does he put it 
nor in a hidden place, in a hidden place, 
but one sets it on the but he sets it on a 
candlestick, that it may lampstand, so that all who 
light all those that are go in and out may see the light. 


in the house 3. 


1 So BAARDA, in: SCHIPPERS, Het Evangelie van Thomas, р. 155. 

2 See QuisPEL, Diatessaron, р.їїї-її4. 

3 Nimen en sett dat licht alst ontfinct es onder dat corenvat noch onder 
dat bedde noch in ene verborgene stat mar op den candelere so sett ment 
opdatt lichten sole allen den ghenen die int hus syn. 
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Quispel supposes that the textin the Diatessaron can be explained 
from a text like that in Ev. Th. The only thing which Tatian had 
to do was to add part of Mark 4, 21 (under the bed) and adapt the 
end to the text of Matth. 5, 14. 

A close look at the text, however, shows that we are dealing 
with two quite different traditions which can be traced back to 
different Gospels. T! consists of two parts. The first part is the 
result of a harmonisation of Luk. 8, 16 and Luk. rr, 33. This is 
apparently the original text of the Diatessaron because the same 
harmonisation can be found in Aphraates I 24 19-22. The second 
part has been taken from Matth. 5, 151. 

The text of Ev. Th. appears to be almost identical with Luk. тт, 33 
as it is rendered in sy*. Here we find: 


er ims ne oe 

hash mi preva 

паху ehe om heo 
> AN oh pre eie 
elsa alırı ehis 

nina 2 Alu 


The only deviation is the reading "пог does he put" 1. өс (or). 
The end of the passage in Ev. Th. must be a free rendering by the 
author of this Gospel. 

Now that we have been able to point to two different traditions 
from which the passages in the Diatessaron and Ev. Th. can be 
explained, it is impossible to suppose mutual dependence. Matters 
are much more complicated but also much more interesting. We 
might even suggest that the text in Ev. Th. and in зу? was present 
in a pre-Diatessaron text of the Gospel in Syria. 

Finally Quispel points to Ev. Th. 57 and T!. In Ev. Th. a parallel 
is found with Matth. 13, 25. It shows some deviations from the 
accepted text which are in agreement with ТІ: 


It is said that the enemy comes “during the night” |. & «à 
хабебдєм. Next we find: 
he sowed 1, éméometpev cum D ek q ѕувер за bo Ir Te 
seed 1. тоб otrov cum Titus of Bostra. 


1 See Proov, Liège Diatessaron, р. 67. 
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Undoubtedly these readings are interesting, but we do not 
see any reason to explain them from an uncanonical text. The 
source could have been any text of the canonical Gospels. 

From these examples it appears that agreement between the 
Diatessaron and the Ev. Th., whether supported by other witnesses 
or not, can never be explained from a common use of extra-canonical 
matter, since it remains possible and it is even conceivable that these 
writings which originated in the same region, quoted from the same 
canonical text of the Gospels, a text which many peculiar readings. 

The readings Quispel has shown are interesting in so far as they 
show a curious text of the Gospels in Syria. 


2. The Text of the Logia in the Gospel of Thomas and the Quotations 
in the Ps. Clementines and Justin Martyr 


The significance of the agreement between these writings is 
that most scholars agree that both the Ps. Clementines and Justin 
Martyr quoted from an extra-canonical Gospel tradition. But, as 
far as we know, it is also true that nobody likes to go so far as to say 
that these writings show extra-canonical matter only 1. 

For this reason Quispel is making a methodological mistake 
when he states that those instances where the Ev. Th. agrees with 
the Ps. Clementines, have been taken from a Jewish-Christian 
Gospel?. This opinion overlooks the difficulty of differentiations 
between those quotations in the Ps. Clementines which have been 
taken from the canonical Gospels and those which come from other 
sources. 

It was Strecker who tried to find a rule by which we might 
decide which quotations were taken from extra-canonical sources. 
This rule reads 3: 

a) The main variants in a quotation must be available, literally 
of almost literally, in a non-Clementine text, but it has to be 
assumed that the one text does not depend upon the other. 

1 See for quotations in Ps. Clementines С. STRECKER, “Баз Judenchristen- 
tum in den Pseudoklementinen", in: TU 7o 1958, p. 117-136, and in Justin 
Martyr E. Massaux, "Le Texte du Sermon sur la Montagne de Matthieu 
utilisé par Saint Justin”, in: Ephem. Theol. Lovanienses 28 1952, p. 411-448, 
and A. BELLINZONI, “Тһе Sayings of Jesus in the Writings of Justin Martyr", 
in: Supplem. to NT XVII 1967, who both, however, contrary to many 
former studies, arrived at the conclusion that Justin used the canonical 
Gospels. 


2 QuisPEL, New Testament, p. 190. 
3 STRECKER, 0.0., p. 130. 
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b) The variants in a quotation must not occur in any canonical 
text and it has to be assumed that the author of the Ps. Clementines 
is not responsible for this form of the text himself. 

If we apply this rule the result usually will be that only agrapha 
can be accepted as being taken from extra-canonical sources. 

It is of course wise that Strecker keeps on the safe side. But 
still we doubt whether his rule is as safe as it appears to be. The 
decision whether a passage is canonical or not depends inter alia 
upon the presence or absence of the passages in our canonical 
Gospels. This rule could only be applied safely if we knew all the 
canonical texts. It is possible at any time that a hitherto unknown 
parallel between the Ps. Clementines and a canonical text may be 
discovered. At the same time Strecker has to decide that the passage 
or the reading is no longer extra-canonical. On the other hand 
Strecker seems to exclude the possibility that both a canonical 
text and the Ps. Clementines were independently influenced by 
extra-canonical matter. 

From this we see how difficult it is to decide what is canonical 
and what is extra-canonical. For this reason we abstain from giving 
general rules and go into some examples given by Quispel !: 

I. Rec. Syr. ПІ 14 7 and Ev. Th. 9: on the road 1. торд thy 686v 
in Matth. 13, 4, Mark 4, 4 and Luk. 8, 5, but 474 1. торд (Mark) 
cum 7 28 33 827 1241 and (Luke) cum В Те а. Quispel supposes 
an original кпк Yy, but it seems unnecessary because harmonisa- 
tion with the following verse is obvious ?. 

: 2. Rec. Lat. VI 13 5: si illi mutuo dant his qui habent unde reddant, 
nos etiam his demus a quibus recipere non speramus. 

Hom. XI 32 х: à&v ó èy туу бам Су) тоёс Éyouct, Duetc xal тойс 
uh Éyouctv. 

Ev. Th. 95: If you have money do not lend at interest but give 
(them) to him from whom you will not receive them (back). 

Luk. 6, 34: xol dav Savetonte лар’ Фу ёАтбєтє Aaßeiv... 

Luk. 6, 35: xai доу ете umdev флсеАт Соутєс, 

We notice an agreement in Rec. and Ev. Th., since both show 
the word “to give", but cf. da 1. davetlere in TP and his qui non 


1 С. OUISPEL, “L'Évangile selon Thomas et les Clémentines", in: VC 
I2 1958, p. 181-196, p. 183-191. 

2 How obvious appears from УУ. BAUER, Gr.-Deutsches Wörterbuch, 
Berlin 1952, p. VIII: "... dass ihre Saatkórner unter die Dornen oder auf 
den Weg gefallen sind". 
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habent 1. итдёу dneAntlovres cum гі and et si mutuum dederint айл... 
in Та. Quispel supposes that Ev. Th. makes the laws found in 
Ex. 22, 25, Lev. 25, 36-37 and Deut. 23, 19-20, stricter. There it is 
only said that one is not allowed to give money on interest to a 
compatriot. Here we find that one has to give without expecting 
anything back. 

3. Rec. Syr. II 3 5: wh царүврїтас тоїс yotporg тробаЛЛоцем 1. 

Ev. Th. 93: Throw not the pearls to the swine. 

Cf. Matth. 7, 6: u«pyapivac 1. pnapyapiras бибу cum sye Pal Tv 
Chr., Basil. and «oic xotpoıg 1. ÉumpooÜev тбу yoípov cum Tert. 

These variants can only prove that somewhere a text existed 
deviating from the text we accept in our modern editions. 

4. Hom. VIII 22 4: sic ть Beo дєїтуоу. 

Rec. Lat. IV 35 5:... ad coenam... 

Ev. Th. 64: ... he had prepared the dinner (Setxvov) ... 

Quispel points to Matth. 22, 1-4 where there is spoken of удцог. 
The deviation he explains from an original snn». It seems more 
likely that Ev. Th. knew Luk. r4, 16-24. 

5. Hom. ПТ 67 х: ée пом» èv бре фходоцтиємту. 

Ev. Th. 22: A city built on a high mountain (and) fortified. 

Pap. Ох. Г: бїс фиобортибут ér &xpov броос ódymAo0 xal &ovnpvruévn. 

Matth. 5, 14: ...тбмд...ёлфуо броос хецібмт. 

The reading "built" is known from sy Sep T? Aug Hil, and “forti- 
fied" we also find in T». The variants are interesting, but we can 
only repeat what we said in 3. 

6. Hom. ПІ 52 І: б mathe 6 обрімос. 

Ev. Th. 40: ... without the Father . 

Matth. 15, 13: 6 mathe uou 6 обрдміос. 

Cf. om. pov in ff? and Ephrem. 

om. 6 оброс in Cypr. _ 

It is far-fetched to suppose a basic Как. In Matthew we meet 
rarnp with and without цоо (18, 35 and 23, 9). 

7. Rec. Syr. II 26 6: обх Zäfog Вале elpnvnv ext thy үўу @ЛА® 
móAeuov (Lowe). 

Ev. Th. 16: Men possibly think that I have come to throw peace 
upon the world (хбоиос) ... I have come to throw divisions upon 
the earth, fire, sword, war (лхӧ\џос̧). 


1 Quispel uses the Greek text of the Syriac translated by УУ. FRANKENBERG, 
“Die Syrischen Clementinen mit Griechischen Paralleltext", in: TU 48, 3 


1937. 


14 SYRIA 


Matth. то, 34: ый уощотие ёт, Zo Вале» eipnvnv èni thy YTjv- 
обх Nov Вале єір/уту AK pdyatoav. 

Luk. 12, 51: Soxeite Bn, eipnvnv тареуєморбучу Sobvar бу tH Үй: 
о9х1, Aéyw бум, AAA 3) Sraepiopöv. 

Quispel explains the word mxóAeuoc in Rec. and Ev. Th. from an 
original Lais being both “war” and “sword” in Syriac. But this 
possibility in the Syriac language does not imply "une tradition, 
d'origine araméenne, qui ne s'identifie pas avec О” 1. 

8. Ev. Th. 39: The Pharisees and the Scribes have received the 
keys of knowledge, they have hidden them. They did not enter and 
they did not let those (enter) who wished. 

Matth. 23, 13: Обої 88 бол», үрорротеїс xal papıaaior, блохритої, 
бт xAcleve тїр Васе тфу оброубу ЁртросӨєу tüv 4У0рФтоу 
бреїс үйр обх єісёруєсбє, 0088 тоос slospyouévoucg Aplere ciceAOety. 

Luk. тт, 52: Одой бий» tote voutxotc, Bei Yoate thy хАєїй® тїс 
умфсєсс: adtol оби sioiälaze хой тоос clocpyouévouc ExwAvoute. 

Cf. The Pharisees and the Scribes 1. үрорротеїс xol paprcator 
(Matth.) and «oig уорихоёс (Luk.) in Luk. тт, 53 in D lat. 

have received 1. fp«ve (Luk.) cum 1604, cf. Rec. Syr. I 54 7: 

Saal adao 

the keys 1. thy хАєїда (Luk.) cum Just q ѕуѕе TP ea, 

add. they have hidden them, cf. Ө: іхрофотє Hoare and ёхрофатє 
І. Яроте cum D 157 lat sy 86 Теа. 

and who wished to enter 1. тоос eloepyon£voug (Matth. and Luk.) 
cum Нот. ИТ 18 3, cf. in Matth. BouAopevoug l. elocpyouévoug cum 
1093. 

Quispel explains the variant reading Хацбдуєм and alpew from 
the Syriac word Saa This Syriac word, like the Aramaic equivalent 
bpw can be translated by both words. Quispel, however, rightly 
supposes that an original Yap is more in agreement with the con- 
text. But this can not be translated "to take away". For this 
reason Quispel writes: “il n'est pas absolument exclu que зр ait 
déja remplacé бро dans une source, orale ou écrite, агашёеппе” 2. 
We may relegate this remark to the realm of imagination. 

9. Rec. Syr. and Lat. II 28 3 and Ev. Th. 54 read the words 
"kingdom of Heaven" 1. "Kingdom of God" in Luk. 6.28. This 
kind of variant reading is quite common in textual tradition. 

то. Rec. Lat. III 62 2 quotes Matth. 13, 45. It is said with Ev. Th. 


1 QUISPEL, Clémentines, p. 189. 
? QUISPEL, Clémentines, p. 190. 
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76 that the merchant was “prudent”. This variant reading is also 
to be found in the Biography of Rabula. 

These examples are very interesting. They show some peculiar 
readings found in a number of writings which are all of them 
related with Antioch or Edessa. But none of these variant readings 
need be explained by extra-canonical influence. They are readily 
explained by a particular Gospel text in Syria. 

We may add to this list four passages where Strecker and Quispel 
agree that we are dealing with extra-canonical material. 

т. 1 Hom. XVIII 1 3 = XVIII 3 4: 6 удо ќүхӨдс clc ёотіу, 6 mathe 
6 бу тоїс одрамоїс (ПІ 57 and XVII 4 2 om. 6 yàp &yabdc slc ёст). 

Just., Dial. тот 2: elc ёсту dyadöc, ó narhp wou 6 £v тоїс обрамоїс. 

Matth. 19, 17: єїс éotw ó дуабос. 

Cf. Ephrem, Comment. Diat. XV 9: Un seul est bon, le Pére, 
qui est au ciel. See also Marcosians in Iren. I 20 2. 

2. ? Нот. ПІ 57 І: yiveode дуабої xal оіхтірроуєс oc б тоот үр б èv 
тоїс обрамоїс бс буал Хе, тбу HALov En’ фуабоїс xal поууроїс x«l pépet 
tov бєтбу єтї Sixators xal kO0xotc. 

We find Luk. 6, 36 together with Matth. 5, 45. The same we find 
in Just., Apol. 1 15 13 and Dial. 96 3. We have the following variant 
readings in Hom. and Justin from Luk. 6, 36: 

фукбої (Just. ypnorol) x«i ол цоуес І. оїхтірџоуєс 

oc 1. х«Өфс cum Just. Hom. 700 Or Did Ath Chr 

örarhp £v т. оор. (Hom.) and 6 пот. биду 6 обрёмос (Just. Dial.) 
1. б narhp онбу cf., however, Ne 483 954 Bas. 

8c 1. ёт. (Justin partic.) cum 372 latsy T! Or Ir Tert Hil 

nl mov. x. үх. (Нот.) 1. со cum latsy sa Or Тегі ТІ. 

We can compare gépet tov бетбу with ТІ: "апа makes his rain fall", 
Aphraates and the Syriac version: op. Nuso. This may be 
the second part of the reading beginning with ''His sun let shine" 
as in T! sy and Aphr. 

3. 3 Hom. XVIII 4 2 and Just., Apol. I 63 3: о08еїс ёүуо tov талтёоо 
єї uh 6 015с, cf. Matth. 11, 27. The variant reading £yvo 1. éxuywaoxne 
and tov mat. ... vids 1. со can be found in ecclesiastical authors. 

4. Finally we add the reading only found in Strecker 4. Both 

1 OuisPEL, Diatessaron, р. тоо and STRECKER, oc, p. 131. 

2 QUISPEL, Diatessaron, р. 99, and STRECKER, 0.с., p. 131, but a survey 
of the entire attestation in BELLINZONI, o.c., p. 8-14. 

з QUISPEL, Diatessaron, p. 99-100, and STRECKER, oc, р. 132, see again 


Bellinzoni, o.c., p. 25-28. 
4 STRECKER, oc, p. 133, and BELLINZONI, oc, p. 114-116. 


16 SYRIA 


Нот. XIX 2 5 and Just., Dial. 76 5 have put together Matth. 25, 30 
and 25, 41: ©т@үєтє elg то сибтос то 28 фтероу, Ô ўтоіџасєу 6 патіо 
хо Bio féie хой volg Фүүб до хӧтоб. 

The second part shows some agreement with 25, 41 in D fam. 1 22 
it Ir: ó Hrotluaoev 6 nathp uov. 

Not all these examples are interesting for textual criticism. The 
third one might have been taken from an extra-canonical source, 
but this source probably did not influence the text of the Gospels. 
Numbers 2 and 4 are very interesting because here passages have 
been put together by different authors in the same way. This can 
hardly have come about accidentally. They might have been 
circulating in this way outside the canonical text, but ultimately it 
seems probable that the passages originated from the canonical 
Gospels. 

It is this harmonising material which we continuously meet from 
the time of the Apostolic Fathers onward. Recent investigators 
like Strecker, Köster! and Bellinzoni agree that this material 
might have been known in an oral form, but that it has come down 
from canonical Gospels. The variant readings which agree with 
manuscripts known to us might have already been available in the 
canonical text of that time, but it is also possible that the oral 
tradition in its turn influenced the canonical text. 


3. The supposed Semitic influence in the Gospel of Thomas and the 
Witnesses to the Western Text 


The explanation of variant readings from a supposed Semitic 
original has been widely applied. Modern research in this field 
goes back to A. |. Wensinck and has been continued Бу M. Black ?. 
The evaluation of these variant readings appears to be difficult. 
Black says that in " ‘the Bezan redaction’ more of the primitive 
'Aramaized' Greek text has been left unrevised than in the redac- 
tion... by the Vatican and Sinaitic Uncials". This would mean 
that variant readings which show Semitic idiom have a serious 
claim to be original. But Black says on the same page that in 
particular “the Old Syriac has been influenced at its source by an 
extra-canonical and apocryphal Gospel tradition of the sayings 


1 H. Köster, "Synoptische Überlieferung bei den apostolischen Vätern”, 
in: TU 65 1957. 
2 See KLIJN, Survey, p. 146-150. 
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of Jesus . . ." 1. This means that Semitic idiom points to a secondary 
text, being influenced by and outside-source. Who is able to decide 
on the question whether we are dealing with a "primitive 'Aramaiz- 
ed’ Greek text" ог with a reading that “has been influenced ... 
by an extra-canonical ... Gospel tradition" ? An other difficulty 
is that we cannot always say whether we are dealing with Aramaisms 
or the influence of the Syriac language. 

In the list given under b. we have pointed to the difficulties 
with regard to the supposed influence of an Aramaic original in the 
examples т, 4, 6, 7, and 8. In addition Quispel gives another group 
of about 13 cases where the “tradition araméenne" would be 
visible *. We may say that there are none of these which can not 
be explained from the Syriac ?. 

How careful we have to be can be shown by one striking example. 
Guillaumont points to the reading in Pap. Ox I: уцотефам tov 
хбоцоу *. This reading is unusual in Greek. The parallel in Ev. Th. 27 
reads: erırocnoc, translated by Guillaumont: &xó тоб хбсџоо. 

Guillaumont shows that both тӧу xócuov and and тоб xóouou 
can be found in Liber Graduum. This means that in Syria the logion 
circulated in the form it is met with in the Coptic and in the Greek 
version of Ev. Th. Guillaumont accepts that the more difficult 
reading in the Greek version is the oldest one. He supposed an 
original Aramaic К ?У? but adds: “Nous n'avons pas d'autre 
exemple à alléguer avec un complément; mais elle nous parait 
tout à fait possible" 5. The retranslation into Aramaic is purely 
guess-work! But Quispel says: “Guillaumont führt das (sc. тбу 
x6opuov) zurück auf den aramäischen Ausdruck % mw ‘fasten von’ ”. 
And he goes on: “Daraus muß man schließen, daß das Thomas- 
evangelium eine aramáische Quelle benutzt hat".9 A less pro- 
bable argument for an Aramaic source is hardly possible to 
imagine. 


1 M. Вглск, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, Oxford 19673, 
р. 279. 

2 QUISPEL, Diatessaron, p. 115. 

3 Cf. BAARDA, in: SCHIPPERS, oc, p. 155: “Неї is ons namelijk gebleken 
dat de tekst van de Koptische Thomas niet teruggaat op een (West-) Aramees, 
maar een Syrisch exemplaar”. 

4 A. GUILLAUMONT, "NHZTEYEIN TON КОХМОК”, in: Bulletin de 
L'Institut Français а’ Archéologie Orientale 61 1962, р. 15-23. 

5 GUILLAUMONT, ot с., p. 21. 

8 QuisPEL, Makarius, p. 21. 
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4. The Agreement between the Gospel of Thomas and Witnesses to 
the Western Text 


Quispel has drawn up a very interesting list with readings found 
both in the Ev. Th. and the witnesses of the Western Text 1. None 
of these can claim to prove extra-canonical influence on the text 
of the Ev. Th. or the Western witnesses. These variant readings 
only prove that the text in some Western witnesses was known in 
Syria, something we knew already from the Diatessaron. 


6. The Agreement between available extra-canonical Gospel Tradition 
and the Text of the New Testament 


Up to now we have failed to discover any trace of direct influence 
by extra-canonical tradition on the text of the New Testament. 
We do not say that it is not possible in the cases we dealt with, but 
that we have no way to prove it. There are two reasons for our 
failure. We have an imperfect knowledge of the oldest text in 
regions where the influence of extra-canonical material on the text 
can be supposed, and we have an equally imperfect knowledge of 
the extra-canonical matter itself. For this reason we must now go 
into the small bits of evidence of what is left of this extra-canonical 
matter. 

This is available in some fragments of Jewish Christian Gospels. 
We give a list of those passages which show agreement with the 
canonical text of the New Testament. They are found in Hennecke, 
where Vielhauer splits up the fragments into three groups, those 
drawn from 

The Gospel of the Nazarenes. Originally written in Aramaic or 
Syriac in the first half of the second century. Used in the environ- 
ment of Beroea. Secondary to Matthew. 

The Gospel of the Ebionites. Written in Greek at the beginning 


1 С. QuisPEL, "L'Évangile selon Thomas et le ‘Texte Occidentale’ du 
Nouveau Testament", in: VC 14 1960, p. 204-215. In the list we find 84 
variant readings supported by Western witnesses. It is striking that 27 of 
them are supported by sa and bo. This strikingly agrees with the results 
gained by K. H Кон, “Some Observations on the Coptic Gospel according 
to Thomas”, in: Le Muséon 73 1960, p. 317-323, and УУ. SCHRAGE, “Das 
Verháltnis des Thomas-Evangeliums zur synoptischen Tradition und zu den 
koptischen Evangelienübersetzungen", in: Beih. ZNW 29 1964. This work 
clearly shows that the Coptic Ev. Th. was influenced by the Coptic translation 
of the New Testament. See also Reviews by А. F. J. Кілум, in: NT 7 1965, 
P. 329-330, H. QUECKE, in: Le Muséon 78 1965, p. 234-239, and R. McL. 
WiLson, in: VC 20 1966, p. 118-123. 
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of the second century. Used in the region East of the Jordan. 
Secondary to Matthew and Luke. 

The Gospel of the Hebrews. Written in Greek at the beginning 
of the second century in Egypt. The relation with the canonical 
Gospels is hard to determine. 

From the available fragments Vielhauer ascribes 36 fragments 
to the Gospel of the Nazarenes, 7 to the Gospel of the Hebrew and 
7 to the Gospels of the Ebionites 1. 

The main difficulty in evaluating the agreement between the 
fragments and the canonical text of the Gospels is our realisation 
that the Jewish-Christian Gospels apparently used one or more of 
the canonical Gospels. 

т. Epiphanius, Pan. 30 I2 4 2: xoi ть Bpõua adtod Héi Kyptov 
об N уєбсьс N тоб u&vva, бо ёүхріс èv Хо. 

This passage shows agreement with the text of Mark т, 4 in Та. 

2. Epiphanius, Pax. 30 i3 7-8?: The passage speaks about 
the baptism of Jesus in which it is said: tò nyeŭua tò үу ёу elder 
тєрмєтєрёс l. tò пуебих с meptotepdv (Mark т, то, cf. Matth. 3, 16: 
oct тєрготєрду and Luk. 3, 22), cum Just., Dial 88 4 and 8 and sy. 
Next we find éy@ ohpepov yeyévvnxá oe l. obróc ёстіу ... 6 Фүхлэүсбс 
cum Da b c ff?1 Just., Dial. 88 8, Clem Or in Luk. 3, 22. Finally: 
x«i є000с перЛоцифе тбу tónov pac Hëra, cf. Just., Dial. 88 3: xoi 
rip йдуйдфбу бу тб 'lop8&vn; а gt: et cum baptizeretur (g! add. Iesus) 
lumen ingens (g! magnum) circumfulsit (g* fulgebat) de aqua... 
and Те Ischoedad, Barsalibi, Ps. Cypr., de Rebapt. 17. 

3. Jerome, Contra Pel. ПІ 24:... quid peccavi, ut vadam et 
baptizer abeo ..., cf. Ev. Th. тод: which then is the sin that I have 
committed . . . 5. 

4. Jerome, Comment. in Is. xx, 2 5: Factum est autem cum ascendisset 
Dominus de aqua, descendit fons omnis Spiritus Sancti, et requievit 
super eum, et dixit illi: Fili те, in omnibus Prophetis expectabant te, 
ul veniam et requiescam in te ..., cf. Ephrem, Comment. Diat IV 3: 

1 P. VIELHAUER, ‘‘Judenchristliche Evangelien”, in:  HENNECKE- 
SCHNEEMELCHER, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen Band I, Tübingen, p. 75-108. 

2 VIELHAUER, oc, p. 103: Gospel of the Ebionites. 

3 VIELHAUER, oc, р. 103: Gospel of the Ebionites. 

4 VIELHAUER, 0.с., p. 95: Gospel of the Nazarenes. See also J. B. BAUER, 
“Sermo Peccati. Hieronymus und das Nazarenerevangelium”, in: BZ п. Е. 4 
1963, p. 122-128. 

5 See QUISPEL, New Testament, p. 140, and E. HAENCHEN, “Literatur zum 


Thomasevangelium”, in: TR 27 1961, р. 147-178 and 306-338, р. 164-165. 
$ VIELHAUER, oc, p. 107: Gospel of the Hebrews. 
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L’Esprit qui reposa sur lui pendant son bapt&me... L’Esprit 
descendit et se reposa que sur un seul... 

5. Cod. N.T. 566 ad Matth. 4, 51: £v 'Тероова р, 1. eis thy бү» 
пом» cum ТЗ, 

6. Cod. N.T. 1424 ad Matth. 5, 22 2: om. six) cum permulti. 

7. Cod. М.Т. 1424 ad Matth. тт, 253: єдуарістіб cot 

1, 2 ороХоүдбио! со: cum T! ve Marcion Tert (Luk. ro, 2r). 

8. Jerome, Comment. in Matth. 12,13*: Caementarius eram 
manibus victum qua ..., сї. Ті (c. 87): so that he could not work 
with it 5. 

. Epiphanius, Pan. 30 14 58: 

) 1800 Я viroan cou xal of ЯбЕЛфой cov ZEw éocfjxact 

) тїс цоо бстіу Virop xai @8єАфо{ 

) xal éxtelvag thy уєїра Ext тоос цабтутдас ёф 

) odtot slow of @8єАфо! pou x«l ў илүсур xal 48еХфой, of тохобутес 
tà OeaAnuata’ тоб патрбс цоо. 

Cf. for a) Luk. 8, 20: ў ufj*np соо xai of 466Хфо! cou батіхаєту 
ёо, but idod а. ў unmp cum 999; Bon Eornxacı т. co cum D 213 се 
Marcion Bas Acta Arch.® 

Cf. for b) Matth. 12, 48 and Mark 3, 33: тіс éotw ў ute шоо xal 
(tives eiow om. Mark) of &deApot pov, but in Mark om. ў in 213 346 
543 700 2145; om. uou! in W 201 700; om. pov? in B D arm. 

Cf. for c) Matth. 12,49: xal éxtelvac thy уєїра абтоб ётї тоос 
uafvuréc adtod єїлєм, but om. adtod p. уе ра cum D 1574 multi; 
om. adtod? in A vg Chr; £g) 1. єї єм cum 349 517 954 1675. 


DOC Pv 


1 VIELHAUER, oc, p. 95: Gospel of the Hebrews. 
2 VIELHAUER, oc, р. 96: Gospel of the Nazarenes. 
3 VIELHAUER, oc, р. 96: Gospel of the Nazarenes. 
4 VIELHAUER, oc, p. 96: Gospel of the Nazarenes. 

5 so dat hire nit met werken en mochte. 

6 VIELHAUER, oc, p. 103: Gospel of the Ebionites. 

7 The pluralis in agreement with the words of “Ойг Father” in sy$ (Matth. 
6, ro) and many Syriac Liturgies. See also L. E. WRIGHT, Alterations of 
the Words of Jesus as quoted in the Litterature of the second Century, Cambridge 
(Mass.) 1952, p. 92-93. 

8 See the interesting article by С. C. Hanson,” Zu den Evangelienzitaten 
in den ‘Acta Archelai' ”, in: Studia Patristica VII, in: TU 92 1966, р. 473-485, 
with the conclusion, p. 484: “Das relativ geringe Material, das die aus 
manicháischen Quellen geschópften Abschnitte der 'Acta Archelai' bieten, 
läßt doch den Schluß zu, daß nicht alle Spuren des Diatessaron, die in den 
Evangelienzitaten zu finden sind, erst auf den lateinischen Übersetzer und 
seine Vertrautheit mit seiner altlateinischen Bibel zurückgeht, sondern 
daß manche Tatianismen aus ‘dem Evangelium’, das die Manichäer benutzt 
haben, sich erhalten haben”. 
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Cf. for d) Matth. 12, 50: бот Y&p дм помо tò Фа тод лотрбс 
роо тої Ev одрамоїс, adtés роо 986) фдс хой. &9єАф xal илүсүр and Luk. 
8, 21: ціл uou xal @8єАфо! роо обто! cloww of tov Хбүо» тоб Dec) 
йходоутєс xal roroüvres, but ў a. untne cum 597 multi; om. цоо! 
т 660 2145 b Н?; add of а. 986Уро! cum multi !. 

то. Cod. N.T. 1424 ad Matth. 16, 2-3?: om. verses cum multi. 

тт. Jerome, Contra Pelag. ПТ 2: Si peccavit frater tuus . . . septies 
in die . . ., cf. Luk. 17, 4 and Matth. 18, 21-22. The same harmonisa- 
tion of the two passages in Те 1. 

I2. Origen, Comment. in Matth. XV 14: 

a) Dixit ...ad eum alter divitum: magister, quid bonum faciens 
vivam? Dixit ei: homo, legem et prophetas fac. 

b) respondit ad eum: feci. Dixit ei: vade, vende omnia quae possides 
et divide pauperibus, et veni, sequere те... 

c) Diliges proximum tuum sicut teipsum... 

d) Simon, fili Ionae, facilius est camelum intrare per foramen acus 
quam divitem in regnum coelorum. 

Cf. for a) Matth. то, 16-17, Mark. то, 17-18 and Luk. 18, 18-19, 
but dixit ad eum 1. «Этб sizev (Matth.) cum К C W alii, dixit illi 
in a; add. тХобохос in Mark in A K M W Ө II fam. 13 georg syhme 
arm sa; ті томоос in Matth. in К L 28 33 157 and ті тофу in Luk. in 
1 131 209 a aur d f vg. 

Cf. for b) Matth. 19, 20-21, Mark ro, 20-21 and Luke r8, 21-22, 
but anoxpıdeig einev І. ёру (Mark) in К A D fam. т fam. 13 sys? 
and &лохр:0єїс Epn in C, cf. also respondit ait in aur b c f and 
respondit dixit in a ff? q f; fect 1, 2роХоЁ рл (Mark) in fam. т 565 sy 
georg arm; omnta quae possides 1. соо tà Олдрхоута, (Matth.) in f 
ff! sy; divide 1. 86¢ (Mark) in k a and fam. 13; om. xoi ес... 
обрамоїс (Matth.) in sys. 

Cf. for d) Matth. 19, 24, Mark то, 25 and Luk. 18,25, but in 
regnum coelorum 1. cic thy Baotketav тоб Өєоб (Matthew) in Z fam. т 33 
lat ѕув and (Mark) зузс; intrare per foramen |.— (Matth. and Luk.) 
in soë and (Mark) in уб. 

We also may refer to Ephrem, Comment. in Diat. XV 1, where a 
dives asks: Quid faciam ut vivam, and answers: Factum est a me hoc. 
Aphraates reads: Et diviti ИИ... et ай ei... Autem et homo ille: 
Haec feci a iuventute mea . . . Vene, vende omnia quae habes. Aphraates 


1 QuisPEL, New Testament, p. 191, HAENCHEN, art. c., p. 164. 
2 VIELHAUER, oc, p. 96: Gospel of the Nazarenes. 
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omits xal eeu... обрамоїс and reads Facilius est intrare camelum. 

It is striking that we find the reading alter divitum. One may 
suppose that another story about a rich man preceded. In T! and 
T* this pericope is really preceded by Luk. x2, 13-21 and followed 
by Luk. 16, 14-15 and 19-31. This means that we have three stories 
about riches one after the other !). 

13. Historia passionis Domini f. 25 ?: Et sicut dicitur in evangelio 
Nazarenorum singulorum pedes osculatus fuit. Liber Graduum XVI 
4 shows an almost similar reading of John 13, 53. 

14. Jerome, de vir. ill. 16, cf. In Is. XVIII praef. and Origen, 
de princ. I, prooem. 8: ... non sum daemonium incorporale, see 
Luk. 24, 39. Also in TP and Titus of Bostra IV 37 *. 

I5. Jerome, Comment. in Matth. 27, 16 5: Bappaßßäv 1. Bapappav 
cum 69 g? syhme, 

16. Jerome, Comment. in Ez. 18,7 9: ... inter maxima ponitur 
crimina, qui fratris sui spiritum contristaverit. Liber Graduum У 9, 
УП т, XI 19, XXVII 6, shows the same reading 7. 

From this list a few interesting conclusions can be drawn. First 
of all it appears that most parallels with Jewish-Christian Gospel- 
fragments are met with in one or more versions of the Diatessaron 
(4, 5, 8 апа тт). This does not mean that the variant readings were 
not present in some tetraevangelium. In 7, for example, we have 
an interesting agreement with Marcion. This last case renders 
impossible the simple conclusion that Tatian used a Jewish- 
Christian Gospel. Tatian may have used a Gospel-text which was 
influenced by Jewish-Christian Gospels. But it is also possible 
that a particular text of the Gospels both influenced the Diatessaron 
and the Jewish-Christian Gospels. This possibility provides a very 
good explanation of those agreements where a number of manus- 
cripts are involved (6, 9, то and probably r5). Three parallels can 
be found only in Ev. Th. and Liber Graduum. We do not exclude 
the possibility that a Jewish-Christian Gospel or extra-canonical 


1 See A. F. J. Кілум, “The Question of the Rich Young Man in а Jewish- 
Christian Gospel”, in: NT 8 1966, p. 149-155. 

2 VIELHAUER, oc, p. 99: Gospel of the Nazarenes. 

з See QuISPEL, "The ‘Gospel of Thomas’ and the ‘Gospel of the Hebrews’ ", 
in: NTS 12 1965/66, p. 371-382. 

4 See also Ктлум, Survey, p. 103-105. 

5 VIELHAUER, 0.с., p. 97: Gospel of the Nazarenes. 

8 VIELHAUER, 0.c., p. 108: Gospel of the Hebrews. 

7 QuisPEL, Hebrews, p. 374. 
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Gospel-tradition had a direct influence on these writings (3, 13 
and 16) 1. 


1 Whether Ev. Th. in its logia of the synoptic type was influenced by ап 
extra-canonical source has been debated. The idea has been rejected by 
HAENCHEN, oi с., р. 162-165, and IpEM, “Die Botschaft des Thomas- 
Evangeliums”, in: Theol. Bibliothek Töpelmann 6, Berlin 1961, p. то; 
R. M. Grant-D. N. FREEDMAN, The Secret Sayings of Jesus, London and 
Glasgow 1960, р. 102; W. MICHAELIS, “Раз Thomas-Evangelium", in: 
Calwer Hefte 34, Stuttgart 1960; Н. К. McArtuur, “The Dependence of the 
Gospel of Thomas on the Synoptics", in: ET 71 1959/60, p. 286-287; 
SCHIPPERS, 0.с., and idem, ‘Het Evangelie van Thomas, een onafhankelijke 
Traditie", in: СТТ бі 1961, р. 46-54; J. Munck, “Bemerkungen zum 
Thomasevangelium’’, in: Studia Theol. 14 1960, p. 130-147, esp. р. 139-141. 
Hesitating are R. KASSER, L'Évangile selon Thomas, Neuchatel 1961, 
р. 18: R. McL. WirsoN, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, London тобо, 
р. 144-148, and idem, “Thomas and the Synoptic Gospels”, in: ET 72 
1960/61, p. 36-39, and B. GARTNER, The Theology of the Gospel according to 
Thomas, New York 1961, p. 53-55 and 63-65. For a more positive point of 
view see W. C. van UNNIK mit Beiträgen von Јон. BAUER und УУ. TILL, 
Evangelien aus dem Nilsand, Frankfurt am Main 1960, p. 61 and 65-67 (Van 
Unnik) and 122 (Bauer); О. CULLMANN, "Das Thomasevangelium und die 
Frage nach dem Alter der in ihm enthaltenen Tradition”, in: TL 85 1962, 
С. 321-334, esp. с. 333. Cullmann pointed to the fact that these logia represent 
“das älteste christliche Traditionsgut”. This “traditionsgeschichtliche” 
and “formgeschichtliche” approach to the Ev. Th. has led some scholars 
to the conclusion that extra-canonical material has been used. We refer to 
H.-W. Bartsch, "Das Thomas-Evangelium und die synoptischen Evange- 
lien", in: NTS 6 1959/60, p. 249-261; C. Н. HUNZINGER, “ Außersynoptischer 
Traditionsgut im Thomas-Evangelium”, in: TL 85 1960, c. 843-846, and 
IDEM, “Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu aus dem Thomas-Evangelium’’, in: 
Judentum Christentum Kirche, Festschrift fiir J. JEREMIAS, in: Beth. ZNW 26, 
Berlin 1964, р. 209-220; Н. MONTEFIORE, “A Comparison of the Parables 
of the Gospel асс. to Thomas and the synoptic Gospels”, in: NTS 7 1960/61, 
p. 220-248, see also H. MONTEFIORE and H. E. W. Turner, “Thomas and 
the Evangelists’, in: Stud. in Bibl. Theol. 35, London 1962, р. 40-78; 
J. Jeremias, Die Gleichnisse Jesu, Göttingen 19657, esp. р. 86-87 and p. 198. 
We do not think that these studies are always convincing, cf. А. F. J. Km, 
"Das Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum", in: VC 15 
1961, p. 146-159, esp. р. 152, n. 35. See for the problem of the logia-source 
also R. Мовтн, 'Chenoboskion and О”, in: СВО 24 1962, p. 154-170. See 
for Liber Graduum and Macarius: A. BAKER, “The Significance of the New 
Testament Text of the Syriac Liber Graduum"', in: Studia Evangelica У, in: 
TU тоз 1968, p. 171-175, p. 175: “Finally there appears to be some non- 
canonical source or sources from which some unusual versions of the New 
Testament texts are derived; Ірем ‘‘The ‘Gospel of Thomas’ and the Syriac 
‘Liber Graduum' ”, in: NTS 12 1965/66, p. 49-55; IDEM, “‘Pseudo-Macarius 
and the Gospel of Thomas”, in: VC 18 1964, р. 215-225, and Q. QUISPEL, 
“The Syrian Thomas and the Syrian Macarius”, in: idem 226-235. See also 
A. BAKER, ''Syriac and the scriptural Quotations of Pseudo-Macarius"', in: 
JTS п. 5. 20 1969, р. 133-149; IDEM, “The Gospel of Thomas and the Diates- 
saron”, in: JTS n. S. 16 1965, p. 449-454, and В. Staats, “Die törichten 
Jungfrauen von Mt 25 in gnostischer und antignostischer Literatur”, in: 
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Two cases call for our special consideration (2 and ı2). Early 
christian witnesses show a wide acquaintance with the readings 
in 2. It is of course possible that both Tatian and Justin were separa- 
tely influenced by a Jewish-Christian tradition. It seems, however, 
much simpler to suppose that certain very ancient traditions 
influenced the text of the canonical Gospels which were used by 
Tatian, Justin and the Jewish-Christian Gospels Example 12 
shows some very interesting agreements between a Jewish-Christian 
Gospel and traditions in Syria. Here also the possibility of a particu- 
lar text of the Gospel having influenced the Jewish-Christian Gospel 
and the Diatessaron cannot be excluded. But in this case we see 
that both the Jewish-Christian Gospel and the Diatessaron may 
bear witness to the same order of pericopes. This can hardly have 
been brought about accidentally. Here we cannot avoid the pre- 
sumption that extra-canonical influence is the cause of Tatian’s 
order of pericopes !. 

From this it appears how difficult it is to prove extra-canonical 
influence on the text of the Gospels. Even agreement with the 
fragment of the Jewish-Christian Gospels does not prove this 
influence. The reason for this conclusion is that we do not know 
very much of the canonical text of the Gospels in the area where 
we notice the agreement and that we must not forget that the 
Jewish-Christian Gospels made use of one or more of the canonical 
Gospels themselves. 

But even if this last difficulty isabsent, we cannot draw final conclu- 
sions. This is shown by the quotations in Ignatius. Smit Sibinga gives a 
few examples of passages where Ignatius obviously draws from an 
extra-canonical source. This was probably the source that Matthew 
used in composing his Gospel. We cite the following examples ?: 


Ignatius, Rom. VI г: ої Васе тоб оїбуос tovtov 1. 
Matthew 6, 8 тйс Васкес tod хбороо cum syS: salaa haals 
rum. 


W. ELTESTER, "Christentum und Gnosis", in: Beiheft ZNW of 1969, p. 
98-115, p. 106, n. 17. 

1 See also the cumbrous way to show an extra-canonical reading in the 
Diatessaron-text of Luke 7, 43 in УУ. Henss, “Das Verhältnis zwischen 
Diatessaron, christlicher Gnosis und "Western Text’ ", in: Вей. ZNW 33 
1967, and Review Бу С. QuisPEL in: МТТ 22 1967/68, p. 139-140. 

2 See J. SMIT SIBINGA, "Ignatius and Matthew”, in: NT 8 1966, p. 263-283. 
Cf. also J. РАТЕМАХ Brown, “The Form of ‘Q’ known to Matthew", іп: NTS 
8 1961/62, p. 27-42. | 
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Smyrn. X т: ob wh бтоћеїтол 1. 

Matthew ro. 42 од ph &xoXMoy, cum D it ѕуве bo 

Eph, XVIII 1: ët тўс xeqo c 1. 

Mark 14, 3 «дтоб тўс хєроАйс in N В or xark the мефоді)с in 
А. etc., cum D lat. sy$P sa bo, but cf. Matth. 26, 7. 

Smyrn. VI 1: 6 yopóv yopsivo, cf. 

Matthew 19, 12 6 3uváusvoc y«psiv yweeitw and 

Mark 4, 9 ёуе, Sta &xoóew фхооёто, but D it ѕуһтє add. ó 
б\у cuviéro. 


We do not think that these cases are very convincing and we 
might even suppose that some of the examples are purely accidental. 
But even if the Western witnesses show agreement with a pre- 
Matthean text it remains an open question whether these Western 
witnesses give the original text which was altered in the other 
manuscripts or whether the Western witnesses were influenced by 
the pre-Matthean text. 

We mentioned our lack of knowledge with regard to the canonical 
text in the Syriac area. To get some idea of this text we point to 
two writings: The Epistula Apostolorum and the Gospel of Peter. 
In both cases we are dealing with a pre-Tatianic text and in both 
cases we have a text which made use of the canonical Gospels. 
But in both writings we find the most striking agreement with 
the text of the Diatessaron and the Old Syriac. For the Epistula 
Apostolorum! we may refer to: 

3 (14) lust des Fleisches 1. Heryuxrog боохдс (John т, 13) cum T! 

5 (16) lud ihn ein cf. invitatus 1. vocatus (John 2, 2) cum b rl, 
see also vs I add. mater . . . invitata in a ff? Ir 

5 (16) Menschengedrange 1. було» (Mark 5, 31) and of було: (Luk. 8, 
45), but “the crowds of the people" in T! and turbae hominum in 
Ephrem 2. 

We do not repeat the numerous examples of agreement with 
the Gospel of Peter and the Old Syriac text given by the present 
writer 3, All of them show that before 150 in Syria a text existed 
which in many cases showed agreement with Tatian’s Diatessaron. 


1 See M. HonNSCHUH, “Studien zur Epistula Apostolorum", in: Patrist. 
Texte und Studien 5, Berlin 1965, and Н. Dvensıng, "Epistula Apostolorum", 
in: Kleine Texte 152, Berlin 1925, p. 6-7. 

2 See Prooy, Liège Diatessaron, р. 133. 

3 А.Е. J. Krijn, "Het Evangelie van Petrus en de Westerse Tekst”, in: 
NTT 15 1960/61, р. 264-269. 
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We can be sure that this was the same text used by the composers 
of the so-called Jewish-Christian Gospels. This text deviated 
widely from the text which we—for the sake of convenience—call 
the "neutral text". The reason may be that the text in Syria 
—and we think in particular of the text in Antioch—grew up 
in an environment with a lively Gospel tradition. We may suppose 
a mutual influence of written and oral Gospel traditions. Particular- 
ly we may suppose a continuous effort to harmonise and to bring 
together these traditions, a procedure we know of from our canonical 
Matthew and Luke. As far as we can speak with confidence of the 
fragments of the Jewish-Christian Gospels we again and again find 
harmonisations. The same applies to quotations in the Apostolic 
Fathers, the Gospel of Thomas and the Diatessaron. It is not the 
variant readings but these harmonisations and the conflating of 
verses which strikes us 1. If we, therefore, give our opinion with 
regard to the Jewish-Christian Gospels, the Gospel of Thomas and 
the Diatessaron, we consider all these writings as products of the 
way in which the Gospel tradition was handled. Because of the way 
this was done they were bound to bring together what we call 
canonical matter, viz. our canonical Gospels, and extra-canonical 
tradition. For this reason we believe that the place of origin of most 
of the readings in the Western text was a place where Gospel 
tradition was not limited to written Gospels, but where written 
and oral tradition had the same rights ?. 


1 A fine example of early harmonisation we find in Did. 1, 4-5 with 
parallels in Matth. 5, 39 (cf. Luk. 6, 29a); Matth. 5, 41; Luk. 6, 29b (cf. 
Matth. 5, 40); Luk. 6, зо (cf. Matth. 5, 42), see Н. Köster, “Ѕупорііѕсһе 
Überlieferung bei den apostolischen Vátern", in: TU 65 1957, p. 227-228. 
Aphraates IX 6 (Matth. 5, 39; Matth. 5, 41; Luk. 6, 29b) and Liber Graduum 
II 2 (Matth. 5, зо, Matth. 5, 41; Luk. 6, 29b) are in striking agreement with 
the Didache. It is not acceptable that the Diatessaron depends on the Didache 
(cf. С. Dix, “Didache and Diatessaron", in: JTS 34 1933, p. 242-250, and 
К. H. Connorty, “Didache and Diatessaron", in: idem, р. 346-347). We 
suppose that an ancient extra-canonical Gospel tradition influenced both the 
Didache and the early Syriac authors. In this case we also assume that the 
extra-canonical material is also pre-canonical, see В. Layton, “The Sources 
and Transmission of Didache 1.3b-2.1”, in: НТР бі 1968, р. 343-383. 

? We do not believe that Edessa was a centre of text-corruption. We 
rather suppose that it was Antioch. Maybe, corruption found its way from 
this town to Edessa. We reject the adventurous ideas which appear to be 
popular to-day that Edessa received the Gospel and the Gospel-tradition 
from Jerusalem, cf. |. С. L. Grsson, “From Qumran to Edessa ог the Ara- 
maic-Speaking Church before and after 70 A.D." in: The Annual of the 
Leeds Univ. Oriental Society V 1963-1965; H. Köster, "'NOMAI ДІАФО- 
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With regard to the Diatessaron some work has been done in 
the field of the Latin offshoot of this work. Quispel notices some 
agreement between the Diatessaron and the old Saxon poem called 
the Heliand. This relation had already been noticed a long time 
ago, but usually one did not go further than pointing to the agree- 
ment with the vulgatized Fuldensis and Amiatinus. Now Quispel 
has drawn some instances into the picture where the Heliand is in 
agreement with Ev. Th. Not all these instances were acceptable 
to the Germanist W. Krogmann who doubted whether Quispel 
was dealing with real variant readings. He explained them from a 
purely linguistic point of view 1. 

For this reason it is to be welcomed that a Germanist |. |. van 
Weringh has taken up the matter?. He deals with 57 variant 
readings in the Heliand deviating from the Vulgate. “Most of the 
readings discussed . . . have been selected from a collection brought 
together at the Theological Seminar of Utrecht State University 
under the direction of Prof. Dr. С. Quispel . . .’ 3. At the end of this 
study the author gives a list in which we can see the support of the 
different Greek, Latin and Syriac texts of the New Testament and 
the Diatessaron as represented by the versions in the West and in 
the East *. From this list it appears that 21 readings are supported 
by the Dutch Diatessara only, three readings are supported by the 
Eastern Diatessara only. This means that 28 variant readings 
are supported by versions of the Diatessaron in both the West 
and the East. From these we can withdraw two readings because 
they are supported by syP. Thus the result is that 26 readings 
can be considered to be in agreement with the Diatessaron. Van 
Weringh is justified in saying that the Heliand seems to have used 


POI. The Origin and Nature of Diversification in the History of the Early 
Christianity", in: НТР 58 1965, р. 279-318; С. QuisPEL, “The Discussion 
of Judaic Christianity", іп: VC 22 1968, р. 81-93; L. W. BARNARD, “The 
Origin and Emergence of the Church in Edessa during the First two Centuries 
A.D.", in: VC 22 1968, p. 151-175. 

1 С. QuisPEL, "Some Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas", in: NTS 5 
1959, p. 276-290; W. KRoGMANR, “Heliand, Tatian und Thomasevangelium’’, 
in: ZNW 51 1960, р. 255-268; G. QvisPEL, "Der Heiland und das Thomas- 
evangelium in: VC 16 1962, p. 121-153, and W. Krocmann, “Heliand und 
'Thomasevangelium"', in: VC 18 1964, р. 65-73. 

2 J. | van WERInGH, Heliand and Diatessaron, Assen 1965, also as 
Dr. Juw Fon WERINGHA, “Heliand and Diatessaron", in: Studia Germanica 
V, Assen 1965. 

3 VAN WERINGH, oc, р. 46, n. 226. 

4 VAN WERINGH, oc, р. 133-134. 
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a text which is related with the Dutch versions of the Diatessaron. 

With regard to this study we must remark that not less than 
29 from the 57 readings come from Matth. ı and Luke I and 2. 
We do not know what this means, but Pickering has said that 
the Heliand probably used Pseudo-Matthew !. If this is true, the 
influence of the Diatessaron did not come about directly, but by 
way of a popular account of Jesus' birth. 

We do not think that this study gives us new views on the 
development of the Diatessaron. It was already known and it 
has been shown again that the Dutch version of the Diatessaron 
is related to the Diatessaron composed by Tatian and that the 
Dutch Diatessaron was popular in certain circles in the Church in 
the Low Countries. 


b) THE SYRIAC TRANSLATIONS 


Until about 20 years ago F. C. Burkitt's conclusions with regard 
to the development of the Syriac text were almost generally 
accepted. The opinion was that Tatian composed his Diatessaron 
about 170, that about 200, maybe due to Palut, the four separated 
Gospels were introduced and that finally about 411 Rabbula made 
a recension of the Syriac text known as the Peshitto. That something 
must be wrong in this hypothesis was shown by M. Black who 
pointed to a Peshitto manuscript with many Old Syriac readings 
and to the quotations in Jacob of Serug (f 521) who uses a text 
akin to the Old Syriac version. But Black still believed that Rabbula 
had something to do with the birth of the Peshitto ?. 

This last idea has been rejected by Vööbus on numerous occasions. 
He has shown that “Peshitto-readings’”’ are discernable in the 
Old Syria text and that “Old Syriac-readings" are found long 
after Rabbula 3. 


1 F, Р. PICKERING, “Christlicher Erzáhlstoff bei Otfrid und im Heliand’’, 
in: Zeitschr. f. Deutsches Altertum und Deutsche Literatur 85 1954, p. 262-291. 

2 M. Brack, “Rabbula and the Peshitta”, in: В / RL 33 1950, р. 203-210; 
Грем, “The Text of the Peshitta Tetraevangelium”’, in: Studia Paulina in 
hon. J. DE Zwaan, Haarlem 1953, p. 20-27, and IDEM, "The Gospel Text 
of Jacob of Serug", in: JTS n. S. 2 1951, p. 57-63. 

з A. Уббвоз, "Investigations into the Text of the New Testament used 
by Rabbula of Edessa", in: Contrib. of Baltic Univ. 59, Pinneberg 1947; 
Ірем, “Researches on the Circulation of the Peshitta in the Middle of the 
Fifth Century”, in: idem 64 1948; IDEM, "Neue Ergebnisse in der Erforschung 
der Geschichte der Evangelientexte im Syrischen” in: idem 65 1948; IDEM, 
‘The oldest extant Traces of the Syriac Peshitta”, in: Le Muséon 63 1950, 
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This means that the text in Syria shows a gradual growth. 

Vööbus’ work has been generally accepted 1. But some details 
are still waiting for clarification. For example, in the Life of Rabbula 
we read that Rabbula "translated by the wisdom of God that was 
in him the New Testament from Greek into Syriac, because of its 
variations, exactly as it was". It was Baarda who tried to shed 
light on this statement, by investigating the quotations in the 
"Life". Careful reading yielded a number of quotations and allu- 
sions from which conclusions can be drawn. The result is interesting. 
To some extent Vööbus’ views are corroborated. In many cases 
the text is in agreement with the Diatessaron and the Western 
texts against зузер. This means that the "Life" shows a very ancient 
text with readings which have been obviously revised in the well 
known Syriac manuscripts. 

But this conclusion does not hold for John. In quotations from 
this Gospel the text shows some relation with syP. From this 
Baarda draws the conclusion that Rabbula made “a more accurate 
translation of the passages that were important in the christo- 
logical discussion among the Edessenian clergy" ?. 


р. 191-204, about Peshitta-readings in Ps. Clement., Recognitiones. The 
results were criticized by M. Brack, “Zur Geschichte des syrischen 
Evangelientextes'", in: TL 77 1952, c. 705-710; A. VööBus, “Studies in the 
History of the Gospel Text in Syria", in: GSCO 128, Subsidia 3, Louvain 
1951; IDEM, “A Critical Apparatus for the Vetus Syra", in: JBL 70 1951, 
P. 123-128; IDEM, "Neuentdecktes Textmaterial zur Vetus Syra", in: TZ 7 
1951, р. 30-38; IDEM, “Neue Angaben über die textgeschichtlichen Zustände: 
in Edessa in den Jahren ca 326-340”, in: Papers of the Estonian Theol. Soc. 
in Exile 2/1951; IDEM, “Die Evangelienzitate in der Einleitung der Persischen 
Mártyrerakten", in: Bibl 33 1952, р. 222-234; IDEM, “Neue Materialen zur 
Geschichte der Vetus Syra in den Evangelienhandschriften", in: Papers 
of the Estonian Theol. Soc. in Exile 5, Stockholm 1953; IDEM, ‘‘Early Versions 
of the New Testament”, in: idem 6 1954; IDEM “Das Alter der Peshitta’’, 
in: OC 38 1954; IDEM, “Completion of the Vetus Syra Project”, in: Biblical 
Research 7 1962, p. 49-56. 

1 His remarks on the Diatessaron are rather superficial, cf. Vööbus, 
Studies in the History ..., p. 17, about the Gospel of the Hebrews in Syria, 
and р. 18, about a fifth source used by Tatian. See also criticism of Vööbus’ 
views with regard to Ephrem's supposed remarks on the Greek New Testa- 
ment which really are interpolations: J. P. SMITH, Review of VóOBUS 
Studies, in: Bibl 33 1252, p. 545-549. See also Review his Early Versions by 
W. P. М. McHarpy, in: JTS п. 5. 3 1952, p. 264-266; E. MASSAUX, in: 
Le Muséon 68 1955, р. 422-431, and Н. ENGBERDING, in: OC 40 1956, p. 
142-143, and of his Neue Angaben by В.М. BorsMARD, in: RB 59 1954, 
р. 271-272. 

2 Ту, BAARDA, “The Gospel Text in the Biography of Rabbula", in: 
VC 14 1960, p. 102-127, p. 127. 
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This study is about the only one which appeared on the Old 
Syriac translations since Vööbus’ work !. 


c) TRANSLATIONS DEPENDENT ON THE SYRIAC VERSION 


In 1949 it was already known that the Armenian text shows some 
relations with the Caesarean text and that in the quotations in 
ecclesiastical authors a text is found more or less in agreement 
with the Diatessaron. In a special study devoted to the Armenian 
text Lyonnet concluded from these quotations that it can be 
accepted that a Syriac text is the basis of the Armenian translation. 
Lyonnet is incined to suppose a Syriac Diatessaron as underlying 
this translation ?. 

Vööbus doubted whether a Diatessaron was the first Armenian 
text of the Gospels. He believed that the readings in agreement 
with the Diatessaron in the Armenian version can be readily 
explained from a Syriac tetraevangelium with many more Tatia- 
nisms than are known іп sy® and зуе3, 

Lyonnet showed that, as in Syria, an Old Armenian text was 
only gradually replaced by the later Armenian Vulgate. It is 
impossible to say in accordance with what kind of Greek manuscript 
the different revisions took place. The Caesarean readings in the 
Armenian version may be due to a Caesarean Greek manuscript, 
but they may also be explained by the underlying Syriac text *. 

The Georgian version shows the same picture as the Armenian 
version. An Old Georgean text (geo!) with many readings agreeing 
with the Old Armenian and the Old Syriac and showing Syriasms, 
has been replaced, probably in the sixth or seventh century, by a 


1 See Ty. Baarpa, "Dionysius Bar Salibi and the Text of Luk. I. 35”, 
in: VC 17 1963, p. 225-229; Н. QUECKE, "Lk 1, 34 in den alten Überset- 
zungen”, in: Bibl 44 1963, p. 499-510, and IDEM, “Lk 1, 34 im Diatessaron", 
in: Bibl 45 1964, p. 85-88. 

2 5. Іхоммет, "Les Origines de la Version Arménienne et le Diatessaron", 
in: BO 13 Roma 1950, cf. L. Marıks, Le Diatessaron à l'Origine de la Version 
Arménienne", іп: RSR 38 1951, р. 247-256. The same opinion in C. S. C. 
WILLIAMS, Alterations to the Text of the Synoptic Gospels and Acts, Oxford. 
1951, and H. VocELs, in a Review of LvoNNET's Book in: TL 76 1951, 
C. 544-545. 

з Уббвоз, Early Versions, p. 142, and Грем, “Га Premiere Traduction 
Arménienne des Évangiles", in: RSR 1950, p. 581-586. 

4 See LvoNNET, Les Origines, p. 275; Уббвоз, Early Versions, p. 169-170. 
As we are ignorant of the history of the Armenian text, it remains difficult 
to evaluate newly discovered manuscripts, cf. A. Е. J. KLIJN, "An old 
Witness of the Armenian Text”, in: JTS 52 1951, p. 168-170. 
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text (geo?) which was obviously influenced by some Greek text 1. 

Vööbus considers the Ethiopian text to be a mixed text in which 
we can discern traces of the Old Syriac, Greek, Coptic and Arabic. 
The Arabic version was, according to Vööbus, influenced by the 
Syriac and Coptic version 2. 

It is clear that all these conclusions are only tentative. We are 
still used to speaking about the Armenian and the Ethiopian trans- 
lation but our knowledge only rests upon a very limited number of 
manuscripts. Literally hundreds and hundreds of manuscripts of 
these secondary translations are waiting to be collated 8, 


3 Editions: В.Р. BLAKE and M. BRIERE, “The Old Georgian Version 
of the Gospels with the Variants of the Орша and Tbet Gospels. Edited 
with a Latin Translation”, in: Patrol. Orient. 26. 4, Paris 1950; J. MOLITOR, 
“Das Adysh-Tetraevangelium”, in: OC 37 1953, р. 30-35; 38 1954, р. 11-40: 
39 1955, p. 1-32; 40 1956, р. I-15; 41 1957, p. 1-21; 42 1958, p. 1-18; 43 1959, 
р. I-16; 44 1960, p. 1-16; 45 1961, p. 1-8; 46 1962, p. 1-18; 47 1963, p. 1-15. 
See also idem, ‘“‘Chanmetifragmente. Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte der alt- 
georgischen Bibelübersetzung", in: idem 41 1957, p. 22-34; 43 1959, р. 17-23; 
44 1960, р. 17-24; 45 1961, p. 115-126; 46 1962, р. 19-24. J. MOLITOR, 
"Die Bedeutung der altgeorgischen Bibel für die neutestamentliche Text- 
kritik”, in: BZ 4 1960, p. 39-53. See also С. GARITTE, “L’Ancienne Version 
Géorgienne des Actes des Apötres”, in: Bibl. du Muséon 38, Louvain 1955; 
J. Момтов, “Die Georgische Bibelübersetzung”, in: ОС 37 1953, р. 23-29; 
VóóBUs, Early Versions, p. 175, and A. VööBus, "Zur Geschichte des alt- 
georgischen Evangelientextes", in: Papers of the Estonian Theol. Soc. in 
Exile 4 1953. See also METZGER, Text (sec. ed.), p. 268. 

2 A. VööBus, "Die Spuren eines älteren Äthiopischen Evangelientextes 
im Lichte der literarischen Monumente”, in: Papers... in Exile 2 1951, 
and idem, Early Versions, p. 263-265 and p. 294-285. 

3 See Е. Е. Кноркз, "An Annotated List of Armenian: New Testament 
Manuscripts", in: Annual Report of Theology, Monograph Series vol. I, 
Ikebukuro, Tokyo, Japan 1959, see addition by A. WIKGREN, in: JBL 79 
1960, p. 52-56. 


CHAPTER TWO 


EGYPT 


Westcott and Hort knew only one text in Egypt: the Alexandrian 
Text. Witnesses to this text were, for example, the manuscripts C 
and Land authors like Origen. This Alexandrian text was supposed 
to bea recension of the “Neutral Text”, which was not a local text 
but the original text, represented by the manuscripts К and B. 
The Alexandrian text was, according to Westcott and Hort, a good 
text in comparison with the Western Text and the Syrian Text, 
because in Egypt the "Neutral Text" happened to be the oldest 
text. 

This supposition had already been challenged by the end of last 
century when Barnard proved that Clement of Alexandria used 
a Western Text 1. This raised the question whether the “Neutral 
Text" really could be said to be the oldest text in Egypt. How this 
question was answered can be seen in the books of two leading 
textual critics in the first quarter of this century. 

Lake showed that the existence of a Western Text was not 
only proved by the quotations in Clement but also by the text 
of the Sahidic version. For this reason he came to the conclusion 
that Westcott and Hort underestimated the great antiquity of 
the Western Text. According to Lake evidence shows that the 
Western Text "existed in the earliest times of which we have any 
certain knowledge—both in Syriac, Latin, and Greek speaking 
circles; in the East, in Africa, in Italy, and in Gaul". To these 
regions he added Egypt. He stated that "the Neutral text in 


1 P. M. BARNARD, “The Biblical Text of Clement of Alexandria”, in: 
T and S V 1899, see also R. |. Swanson, The Gospel Text of Clement of 
Alexandria, Ph. D. Diss. Yale University 1956, drawing the conclusion that 
Clement used a text like N for Matthew and John and like D in Luke (p. 173). 
“The evidence presented in our investigation indicates that the Egyptian 
and Western Texts were current in Alexandria at the end of the second 
century". Not available were: M. Мевѕ, Die Zitate aus dem Neuen 
Testament bei Klemens von Alexandrien, Dissert. Pontif. Instit. Biblic., 
Roma 1966, and IDEM, “Papyrus Bodmer XIV (P'5) und die Lukaszitate bei 
Clemens von Alexandrien", in: Studi e Ricerche di Scienze Religione in 
onore dei Santi Apostoli Pietro e Paolo nel XIX centenario del loro martirio, 
Roma. Facultas Theologica Pontificae Universitatis Lateranensis 1967, 


р. 97-120. 
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Alexandria began at some date between Clement and Origen". 
And his final conclusion was that "the B text is merely an early 
form of the Alexandrian text” 1. 

Lake thus relegated the NB text to the rank of one of the local 
texts in the early centuries of the Church. With this opinion the 
basis of Westcott and Hort’s history of the text is completely 
undermined. 

Streeter, the other famous textual critic, had to evaluate the 
same data. He also pointed to the Western readings in Clement 
and the Sahidic version. He does not deny that Western readings 
existed in Egypt. He even has an eye for these readings in the 
manuscript 8, L, C and 33. He goes so far as to say that actually not 
one “Alexandrian Manuscript" has escaped the influence of the 
Western Text. But, unlike Lake, he supposed that this text entered 
Egypt during a second stage after a time during which a 8 B text 
alone was used. According to Streeter, the Western Text might 
have been introduced by Roman christians. It is true that Clement, 
the oldest known author in Egypt, used a Western text, but this 
can be explained by his sojourn in South Italy ?. 

We may say that in 1930 these two opinions existed: 

I. The Alexandrian Text with xB is secondary and is the result 
of the revision of a text akin to what is known as the Western 
Text (Lake). 

2. The Alexandrian Text goes back to a text which is best 
preserved in B. It is a genuine Egyptian text which was influenced 
by Western readings at a later stage (Streeter). 

A few years later Р was discovered. The manuscript had to 
be evaluated in the light of the existing types of text. But Kenyon 
who published the papyrus with an introduction, admitted that 
the manuscript did not show any decisive preference for one of the 
well known types of text, the Neutral, the Alexandrian, the Western 
or the Byzantine 3. This conclusion could have led to the question 
whether the classical division of manuscripts is in accordance with 
the true history of the text. For here was a manuscript which did 
not fit into anyone of these types. This possibility, however, was 
immediately not thought of. 


1 К. LAKE, The Text of the New Testament, London 1904?, р. 78 and 70. 

? B. H. STREETER, The Four Gospels, London 1926, p. 56-57. 

з F.C. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri ..., Fasc. II: The 
Gospels and Acts. Text, London 1938, p. XIV. 


Suppl. to Novum Testamentum XXI 3 
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The reason for this steady adherence to the well known grouping 
of texts was probably the discovery of a new type of text, the 
Caesarean Text, to which P* seemed to belong. Kenyon wrote: 
“it is clear that the papyrus has a strong affinity with the group 
which has of late years been identified ... with the text of 
Caesarea" 1. 

Ре had been added to an existing type of text. The discovery 
of the papyrus did not make it necessary to change anything in 
the generally accepted division of the manuscripts into five groups. 
Because РФ has been assigned to the text of Caesarea, it was no 
longer even necessary to take it seriously with regard to the history 
of the text in Egypt! 

This last statement held good as long as one believed that the 
Caesarean Text was the result of a revision which took place in 
Caesarea. But investigations into the text have shown that the 
text has to be divided into two groups: a pre-Caesarean Text 
consisting of P195? W fam. т 28 and fam. 13 and the Caesarean 
Text proper consisting of © 565 700 Origen, Eusebius sy® the Old 
Georgian and the Old Armenian?. The pre-Caesarean Text was 
supposed to have had its origin in Egypt *. 

This division posed the question how P* and the other members 
of the pre-Caesarean Text had to be fitted into the history of the 
text in Egypt. The question could have been satisfactorily answered 
if we had only known something about the origin of the pre-Caesa- 
rean Text. We can only say something about the origin, if we know 
something about the character of a text. And here we hit on the 
real difficulty of this text: nobody can describe what kind of text 
the Caesarean really represents. The general opinion can best 
be given by quoting some words written by Metzger: “The special 


1 KENYON, oc, p. XV. 

2 Cf. H. W. Huston, "Mark 6 and тї in P4 and the Caesarean Text”, 
in: JBL 74 1955, p. 262-271. 

3 See KLIJN, Survey, p. 110-117; B. M. METZGER, “The Caesarean Text of 
the Gospels", in: Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism, 
in: NTTS IV 1963, p. 42-72, p. 64, and E. Е. Нил, “The Inter-Relationship 
of the Caesarean Manuscripts", in: JBL 68 1949, p. 141-159. See for pre- 
Caesarean readings in Photius: J. N. BIRDSALL, “The Text of the Gospels 
in Photius’, in: JTS n. S. 7 1956, p. 42-55 and 190-198 and IDEM, “Photius 
and the Text of the Fourth Gospel", in: NTS 4 1957/58, p. 61-63. 

4 See METZGER, Caesarean Text, р. 63, and idem, Text, р. 215: “The Old 
Egyptian text which Origen brought with him to Caesarea may be called 
the pre-Caesarean text''. 
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character of the Caesarean text is its distinctive mixture of Western 
readings and Alexandrian readings" 1. It appears that the number 
of readings in the Caesarean Text which can not be found in any 
of the other types of text is very small. 

This phenomenon immediately raises the question whether 
this Caesarean Text should not be explained by the influence 
of an Alexandrian Text on a Western Text or a Western Text on 
an Alexandrian Text. This alternative view starts from the supposi- 
tion that these two texts existed at an early date. It is also possible 
to suppose that originally a text existed with readings now discern- 
able in different types of text. In that case we are not dealing with 
а "mixed text" but with а pre-recensional text or a “wild” text with 
all the readings still present in one text which have been distributed 
over a number of texts at a later stage. 

These possibilities remind us of the difference between Lake 
and Streeter. In general scholars seemed to be inclined to suppose 
a pre-recensional text at the basis of the Alexandrian ?. 

Since 1949 the investigation into the Caesarean Text has been 
directed to the quotations from early Egyptian and Palestinian 
authors. 

The results are interesting because the quotations in Origen? 
and Eusebius * show the same picture as the text of an early 
papyrus like РФ. Side by side we find quotations agreeing with 
Alexandrian, Caesarean and Western manuscripts. Generally 
speaking the quotations in Origen show a tendency to support the 
Alexandrian Text and in Eusebius the Western Text. Nowhere, 

3 METZGER, Text, p. 215. 

2 There had been written only very few articles on the text of Egypt, 
cf. H. A. ЗАмрЕв$, “The Egyptian Text of the Four Gospels and Acts”, 
in: НТР 26 1933, р. 177-198, and P. L. HEDLEY, “Тһе Egyptian Text of 
the Gospels and Acts", in: Church Quarterly Rev. 118 1934, р. 33-39 and 
188-230. 

з K. W. Кім, “The Matthean Text of Origen in his commentary on 
Matthew", in: JBL 68 1949, p. 125-139; IDEM, ''Origen's Text of Matthew 
in his Against Celsus", in: JTS п. S. 4 1953, р. 42-49, and IDEm, ‘‘Origen’s 
Text of John in his On Prayer, Commentary on Matthew and Against 
Celsus", in: JTS n. S. 7 1956, р. 74-84. 

4 See H. S. MvRPHEY, “Eusebius New Testament Text in the Demon- 
stratio Evangelica", in: JBL 73 1954, р. 162-168; M. J. 50сс5, ''Eusebius' 
Text of John in the “Writings against Marcellus' ”, in: JBL 75 1956, p. 137- 
142; Ірем, “The Eusebian Text of Matthew” in: NT 1 1956, р. 233-245; 
D. VOLTURNO, Four Gospel Text of Eusebius, Ph. D., Boston University 1956, 


and D. S. WALLACE-HADRILL. “‘Eusebius and the Gospel Text of Caesarea", 
in: HTR 49 1956, p. 105-114. 


36 ЕСҮРТ 


however, do we see these authors consistently following one of the 
well known types of text. A change occurs, however, when we check 
the quotations in Athanasius !, Didymus the Blind ? and Cyril of 
Jerusalem è. Here we meet agreement with the Alexandrian type 
of text. 

The results of all this can be found in the text-books, where 
the manuscripts from Egypt and the quotations in Egyptian 
authors are usually divided into four groups: the Western 
(Clement), the Alexandrian (X B С І, etc.), the Caesarean (Р) 
and the Byzantine (later manuscripts) *. This division is not 
satisfactory because it is based on a similarity of readings only. 
We do not wish to maintain that this similarity is often of only the 
remotest character, but we must state that this division does not 
answer vital questions about the chronological or material relation- 
ship between these types of text. This means that this grouping 
does not tell us anything about the most important question of the 
history of the text in Egypt. 

Thus the investigation into the text of Egypt threatened to end 


1 С. ZERVOPOULOS, The Gospel-Text of Athanasius, Ph. D. Boston Univer- 
Sity I955. 

2 W. С.Їлм55, The Four Gospel Text of Didymus the Blind, D. Theol. 
Boston Univ. 1955. 

з J. H. GREENLEE, "The Gospel Text of Cyril of Jerusalem", in: 5 and D 
XVII Copenhagen 1955, reviewed by R. У. С. TASKER, in: JTS n. S. 7 1956, 
p. 278-288. 

4 See METZGER, Text, p. 214-216, and ].Н. GREENLEE, Introduction, 
р. 117. The only one who has tried to offer a fresh division of the manuscripts 
is M.-E. Boismard. One of the main characteristics of the oldest text and 
the quotations in the earliest ecclesiastical writers is, according to Boismard, 
its shortness, see M.-E. BoISMARD, "А Propos de Jean У, 39. Essai de Critique 
Textuelle", in: RB 55 1948, p. 5-34; IDEM, “‘Critique Textuelle et Citations 
Patristiques", in: idem 57 1950, p. 381-408; IDEM, "Lectio Brevior Робіог", 
in: idem 58 1951, p. 161-168, and IDEM, “Problèmes de Critique Textuelle 
concernant le quatrieme Evangile”, in: idem бо 153, p. 347 371. This short 
Text can be found in Tatian, the Old Latin and the ОМ Syriac version, the 
Georgian, Persian and Ethiopian version. Apart from this group Boismard 
supposes a group called B represented by B, Origen, C УУ L 33 sa and bo and 
N partially. Next he points to a group called SD which is to be found in D 
and & partially. Finally we have a group called C, the Caesarean Text. 
Boismard has distributed the Western witnesses over two groups: the old 
versional text and the ND-text. The relation between N and D is evident, 
cf. B. Borre, “Un Témoin du Texte Césaréen de quatrième Évangile: 
1253”, in: Mel. Bibl. A. Robert Travaux de l'Institut Cath. de Paris 4 1956, 
р. 466-469. We doubt, however, whether any grouping of manuscripts gives 
satisfactory results. 
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in a dead-lock, until the question was reopened Бу the discovery 
of two new papyri: 

рев (Bodmer II). This papyrus of the Gospel of John was edited 
in two parts. In 1956 V. Martin published chapters т to 141 and 
in 1958 chapters 14-21 2. In 1962 followed a “Nouvelle Édition 
augmentée et corrigée" with a photographic reproduction by 
V. Martin and J. W. B. Barns 3. In a number of articles corrections 
have been added to these publications by Barns *, Boismard and 
Roux and Aland 5. The manuscript has been dated about 2007. 

Р?5 (Bodmer XIV-XV). This papyrus of the Gospel of John 
chapters I to 15 and Luke chapters 3 to 24, has been edited by 
V. Martin and К. Kasser 8. The manuscript has been assigned to 
thethird century. 

The outward appearance of the two manuscripts is quite different. 
P$6 was written by a scribe who tried to produce a faithful text. 
He does not hesitate to correct his errors, both during his copying 
of the text, and also after finishing the manuscript. This second 
correction may have been done by an other person who apparently 
made use of a manuscript different from the copy from which the 
scribe originally took the text. 

The scribe of P’5 was careful and accurate. He copied his text 


1 Papyrus Вормев II. Évangile de Jean chap. 1-14. Publié par Victor 
Martin. Bibliotheca Bodmeriana 1956. 

2 Papyrus BODMER II, Supplément. Evangile de Jean chap. 14-21. Publié 
par VICTOR ManriN. Bibliotheca Bodmeriana 1958. 

з Papyrus BODMER II. Supplément. Évangile de Jean chap. 14-21. Publié 
par Утстов MARTIN et J. W. B. Barns. Nouvelle Edition augmentée et 
corrigée avec reproduction photographique complète du manuscrit (chap. 1-21). 
Bibliotheca Bodmeriana 1962. 

4 J. М. B. Banus, “Papyrus Bodmer II. Some Corrections and Remarks", 
in: Le Muséon 75 1962, p. 327-329. 

5 M.-E. BorsMARD, “Papyrus Bodmer II. Supplément de Jean... 1962", 
in: RB 70 1962, p. 120-133. 

6 К. Arann, "Neue Neutestamentliche Papyri II", in: NTS іо 1963/64 
I p. 62-79. 

7 H. HUNGER, "Zur Datierung des Papyrus Bodmer П (P59) (mit і Tafel)”, 
in: Anzeiger der phil.-hist. Kl. der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissensch. 
1960, nr. 4, р. 12-23, and К. ALAND, "Neue Neutestamentliche Papyri ІІ", 
in: NTS 9 1962, p. 302-316, p. 308. 

8 PAPYRUS BODMER XIV. Evangile de Luc chap. 3-24. Publié par VICTOR 
MARTIN et RUDOLPHE Kasser. Bibliotheca Bodmeriana 1961, and PAPYRUS 
Вормек XV. Évangile de Jean chap. 1-15. Publié par VICTOR MARTIN et 
RUDOLPHE Kasser. Bibliotheca Bodmerina 1961. Зее К. ALAND, “Меце 
Neutestamentliche Papyri II", in: NTS тт 1964/65, p. 1-21. 


38 ЕСҮРТ 


faithfully without correcting his errors, indeed without needing to 
correct errors !. 

Again textual critics had to fit these manuscripts into the existing 
groups. This could only be done by comparing these papyri with 
other manuscripts. The greatest resulting surprise was that P75 
appeared to show a text which is in very close agreement with B. 
This means that we can say with Martini who studied the relation 
between B and P” that the archetype of Р?5 and B must go back 
to a time "поп рій tardi della fine del seculo IT’ ?. 

This conclusion can not be doubted. In addition to this it agrees 
with what we know of the text of the oldest extant scrap of Papyrus, 
P82, which also has a “Neutral Text". The two papyri demonstrate 
that in the middle of the second century, may be even earlier, a 
text like B was in use in Egypt. 

This conclusion means that we can no longer maintain that this 
text was the result of a recension produced in the third century ?. 
It is also impossible to say that this text originated after Clement 
of Alexandria, just because he used a Western Text. Now it is 
certain that even before Clement a text like B was in use. 

The character of Р® is much more difficult to define than that 
of P”. Aland noticed a relation with РФ *, This does not mean that 
Р and Р 6 have much in common. It only means that in the two 
manuscripts we find the same “mixture” of readings coming from 
different types of text. Birdsall has shown that P% can not be 
fitted into the classical division of text. He supposes that Рё belongs 
to an area in which such types were not yet clearly distinguishable. 

Birdsall is quite right, but we can only evaluate a manuscript 
by comparing it with other manuscripts or types of text. Birdsall 
himself can not avoid saying: “We might utilize some such terms 
as 'proto-Caesarean' for P% and ‘proto-Alexandrian’ for Р 8”, 
To this statement he adds that this "does not explain in any wise 
how the papyrus texts come to be what they are, but indicates that 

1 See E. C. CorwELL, “Scribal Habits in early Papyri. A Study in the 
Corruption of the Text", in: The Bible in Modern Scholarship, ed. by 
J. Рн. Hyatt, Nashville-New York 1965, p. 370-389, р. 381-382. 

2 С, M. Martini, "Il problema delle recensonalità de Codice B alle luce 
de papiro Bodmer ХТУ”, in: Analecta Biblica 26, Roma 1966. 

3 See К. Atanp, "The Significance of the Papyri for Progress in New 
Testament Research”, in: The Bible ... Scholarship, р. 325-346, 338. 

4 К. ALAND, "Neue Neutestamentliche Papyri 11”, in: NTS 9 1962 63, 


р. 302-316. See also J. N. BIRDSALL, The Bodmer Papyri of the Gospel of 
John, London 1960, p. 9. 
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the later text have, by some process of recension not yet traced in 
detail, been derived from the textual material which we sample 
here or in citations such as for example made by Clement of Alexan- 
dria" 1. This is rather vague but we get the impression that Birdsall 
wants to say that the "mixed" or "wild" texts like Р and Р 
were the basis upon which by way of a recensional choice the 
Alexandrian Text was composed. Here we are back with Lake's 
opinion we referred to above. 

Boismard's conclusions differ from those of Birdsall. He argues 
that P bears witness to two types of text existing in Egypt. 
These types are called B and SD. Type B has a representative in 
the manuscript B. Type SD is a Western Text which has not been 
influenced by the Diatessaron. According to Boismard we find 
in P% readings of both types 2. 

We may say that research has been dominated by the contro- 
versy we meet with in Birdsall and Boismard. For example, 
Collwell draws a conclusion similar to that of Birdsall when he says 
that "The ‘Beta texttype’ ” must be considered a “ ‘made’ text 
... produced in part by the selection of relatively ‘good old MSS’ 
but more importantly by the philological and editorial know-how 
of Alexandrians” 3. Against this opinion we find H. Zimmermann 
drawing the following conclusion: “Мал hat damit zu rechnen, dass 
der sog. Westliche Text schon in so früher Zeit (sc. 200) in Ägypten 
vorhanden ist und in den dort verbreitenen 'neutralen' Text 
eindrángt" *. Klijn also argued that a Western Text existed in 
Egypt alongside a B-text 5. 

1 See BIRDSALL, oc, p. IO. 

? M.-E. BOISMARD, “Le Papyrus Bodmer П”, in: RB 64 1957, р. 362-398. 
See for groups created by BorsMARD p. 36, n. 4 

з E. C. CorwzrL, "The Origin of Texttypes of New Testament Manu- 
scripts", in: Mélanges Willoughby, ed. A. WIKGREN, Chicago 1961, p. 128-138, 
р. 137; cf. also C. L. PORTER, "An Analysis of the Textual Variation between 
Pap'5 and Codex Vaticanus in the Text of John", in: Studies in the History 
and Text of the New Testament in honor of К. W. CLARK by В. L. DANIELS 
and М. J. Succs, in: S and D ХХІХ 1967, p. 71-80; IDEM, “Papyrus Bodmer 
XV (P'5) and the Text of Codex Vaticanus", in: JBL 81 1962, p. 363-376; 
B. M. METZGER, “The Bodmer Papyrus of Luke and John", in: ET 73 
1961/62, p. 201-203, and К. W. CLARK, “The Text of the Gospel of John in 
third-century Egypt", in: NT 5 1962, p. 17-24. 

4 H. ZIMMERMANN, “Papyrus Bodmer II und seine Bedeutung für die 
Textgeschichte des Johannes-Evangeliums’’, in: BZ n.F. 2 1958, p. 214-243, 
р. 223. 

5 А. Е. J. Kun, “Papyrus Bodmer II (John I-XIV) and the Text of 
Egypt", in: NTS 3 1956/67, p. 327-334. 
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Finally we refer to the conclusions of Kieffer. They are based 
upon a study of the variant readings in John 6, 52-71. According 
to him P6 represents a “texte sauvage" and В is the product of a 
“recension”. This is roughly the opinion of Birdsall. Kieffer, 
however, cannot deny that P% has already been influenced by a 
recensional text and says: "il semble utiliser concoitement un ms 
‘sauvage’ et un ms recensé” 1. But this means that the recensional 
text must go back to a date in the middle of the second century. 

With this last variation the opinions are quite clear: some 
consider Р”5-В to be a kind of "Neutral Text" which existed side 
by side with the Western Text; others believe that P75-B is the 
result of a revision based upon manuscripts like P45-P95, We see 
that things have not changed very much since the time of Lake 
and Streeter. 

In this state of affairs it seems necessary to go into the problem 
again. First of all we mean to draw attention to the corrections 
in Р, Next we want to look for the relation between Х B, РФ, 
рев, рев, 

In Р6 we find corrections after the scribe having made: itacisms, 
leaps forward, leaps backward, omission of letters, harmonisations, 
phonetic slips and nonsense readings. 

The corrections are of several kinds. We find: 


I. errors deleted by a) erasure 

b) diagonal lines 
) 
) 


с) dots above the word or letter 


2. insertions above the line 


а 
b) in the margin 2. 

In some cases we can see clearly that the scribe corrected himself. 
We find, for example, in т, 15 that he wrote холхрє. This would 
have been a nonsense reading. The scribe erased the letter p and 
continued to write xpayev. This resulted in: холх.єхраүєу. Rhodes 
describes this kind of correction in the following way: “Їп each 
case the scribe has deleted an error and proceeded with a corrected 
form of the text, but without any crowding of letters 3. 


1 R. KIEFFER, Au delà des Recensions? ... р. 222. 

2 See E. Е. RHODES, "The Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II”, in: 
NTS 14 1967[68, p. 271-281. 

з RHODES, art. c., p. 272. 
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It is conceivable that the scribe corrected his text in accordance 
with the copy he was using. This is almost certain in the case of 
nonsense readings. But how are we to evaluate corrections of good 
Greek readings which are also attested in the manuscripts? We 
give the following examples: 


3, 3. №үо му — Лех .... GOL. 

The word ошу has been erased and the scribe goes on with coi. 
The reading vuw is to be found in 597 and 713. 

4, 23. In the word avto the letter о has been erased and replaced 
by ov. So we have the word avtov. The word avto can be found in 
Xx and 124°. 

IO, 38. ev avtw — ev.. ro прі. But the reading ev avto can be 
found in K multi. 


We can assume that the scribe corrected himself while copying 
the original manuscript. But we notice that in some cases readings 
have been changed which can be found in the manuscripts. Are we 
to suppose that he was using another copy apart from the one he 
used as a basis of his work? If we reject this idea—and I believe 
that the assumption is far-fatched— we must accept that the scribe 
spontaneously created variant readings which are found in other 
manuscripts as well. This would mean that to draw genealogical 
relations based upon common variant readings is not always a 
trustworthy procedure 1. 

The additions between the lines and in the margins raise further 
difficulties. The scribe may have added them during his work 
either from the original copy or from another copy. But they 
could also have been added by a corrector from another copy. 
Generally speaking it appears that the latter assumption is the 
better one. The reason for this is that most corrections can be 
found in de manuscripts. 

Thus, we may say that a second copy has been used for the 
correction of the manuscript. Before we go into the question whether 
we can make out what kind of manuscript it was, we must remind 
ourselves that we only know a small number of the readings in this 
second copy, because we may be sure that not all the differences 


1 CorweELı, Scribal Habits, p. 370: “The dead hand of Fenton John 
Anthony Hort lies heavy upon us”, р. 370/1; “Hort has put genealogical 
blinders on our eyes that keep us from recognizing the major role played 
by scribal corruption". 
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between the original and the second copy have been noted in the 
manuscript. 

All this means that research into the corrections has to be 
hedged with all kinds of precautions. This has not always been 
done. Klijn was the first one to take notice of the corrections. 
He showed that a number of the corrections are in agreement with 
the text of B. He concluded that the text of B had some authority 
for the corrector !. 

This is of course a conclusion which is not the whole truth. If 
we notice that corrections are in agreement with readings in B we 
can only say that the corrector has been attracted by readings in 
some manuscripts which are also found in B. If we are going to 
investigate corrections we have to ask according to what principles 
a corrector made his alterations and not in the first place according 
to which manuscript. 

Birdsall had already stated that the corrections showed a tendency 
to smoother Greek ?. In a later inquiry Fee concluded: “А close 
look at the readings of Рве, irrespective of what other MSS have 
the same reading, seems roughly to suggest one principle of choice: 
in almost every instance the reading of Р с is smoother or more 
intelligible Greek" 3. 

This conclusion is corroborated by a number of corrections of 
the same type. We have collected the following examples: 


a) Addition of the article 


1,46 фдиттос KAW ® р о QU. B pe. 

2,25 худротоо Or то» ole. cet. 

3,19 ott 472 от, то cet. 

3,36 Ma - e «XX т omnes 

4,12 ULOL = OL оо omnes 

6,10 avdpec D W fam. 1 al. ot avdpes cet. 

7,22 Tatepwv — тоу пот. omnes 

8,25 ic _ P B 476x ом _ cet. 

10,36 12 бо Р45 (vid.) 8 W ТЕ тоо Du cet. 
DEGal 

11,35 i6 Nx ок cet. 

12,9 oyxAog cet. о ОХХос W roro 

12,12 roAug cet. о пос 9 

12,16 Lë cet. o i6 K DW pm. 

13,21 iG cet. ок CKDOpl 


1 Krijn, Papyrus... 

з BIRDSALL, The Bodmer Раруті... p. 13. 

2 С. D. Fez, "The Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and the early 
Textual Transmission", in: NT 7 1965, p. 247-257, p. 256. 


13,23 
18,12 
18,40 
20,30 


1,22 


1,27 
1,42 


2,20 


3,33 
6,52 


7,37 
8,46 
9,30 
10,29 
14,12 
14,14 


14,17 
18,34 


© 
оттрєтол 
BapaßBav 
ev В.В 


D 2145 


EGYPT 


о 1$ 

ot оттур. 
tov Bap. 
ev тө В. 


b) Addition of a personal pronoun 


тіс 


Etut 
TOTEM 


хол 
рорторюм 
Souvat 


єрхєсдө 
TlOTEUETE 

xat &vxey o avOp 
EIWXEV 

werCova 

eyo 


YUVWOXEL 
TOUTO 


cet. 


P5 Р? Ne CW al. 


cet. 


NBW 597a 
Dën Nx D 474sa a aur 
c f ff? r! 


су TLS 


Ец EYO 
оутос зүү. 


xat ov 
рарт. хотос 
Sovvet vuty 


єрх. трос ие 
лист. [LOL 

о сур. x. є. «отом 
EdWXEV LOL 

wert. тоотом 
тоото EYO 


Yt. ото 
со TOLTO 
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cet. 

omnes 
omnes 
omnes 


ps Ex 

157 c rl Ї 
B Kal 

G fam. ı 
arm geo bo 
omnes 


U 69 483 

рс. 
cet. 
omnes 
omnes 
omnes 
omnes 
{tovto in 
Р В А) 
К © pm. 
cet. 


c) Addition of a personal pronoun in the genitive with possessive 


2,12 
6,60 

11,5 

ІІ,41 


12,26 


12,31 
15,10 
15,25 


4,48 
4,52 
7,30 
7,40 
9,10 
10,7 
12,2 
19,4 


«SeAqot 
uaOncov 
aderhony 
офбодиоос 


TATHO 


хосџоуі 
ayarın 
уошф 


enev 

ємтоу 

ot de elnrouv 

oxAov 

соо qvewxOnaav 

ємтєу 

ETOLNGEV 

xat c&nrOedv 
(videtur) 


significance 


P BY L pc. 


аб. «отоо 

роб. хотоо 
аб. «отус 
офӨ. «хотоо 


TAT. оо 
хосџ. TOUTOU 


сү. шоо 
эор. «ото» 


4) Addition of the word оуу 


lat sys 
N 


P'5 B K pm (sed c») 
P45 e sys bo 

I3 syPal b 

BAL 33 al. 


єлєў ООУ 
ELO ооу 
el. ооу 
OXÀ. ооу 
OUV пу. боо 
EEN обу 
€T. ООУ 


eEnidouv 


K pl. 
omnes 
omnes 
D 28 33 69 
1241 
sa bo рс. 
® fam. 13 
рс. 
cet. 
omnes 
omnes 


omnes 
cet. 

cet. 

omnes 
NCD Oal. 
cet. 

cet. 

KW 9O9 pm. 
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The frequency of these and similar corrections leads to the 
conclusion that they are intentional. The witnesses to the corrected 
and uncorrected readings do not show any uniformity. From this 
list it is, therefore, absolutely impossible to gather from which 
kind of manuscript the corrections were made. We must further 
remind ourselves that many of these corrections probably have not 
been made with help of another manuscript and that the agreement 
is purely accidental 1. 

This does not mean that we are completely in the dark with 
regard to the manuscript used by the corrector. It. remains remark- 
able that we find a number of variant readings in the first hand 
which have been corrected in accordance with non-Western 
manuscripts. The most striking are: 


2,11 npwrnv apynv emovnoev qf єтомєєм “OXHY cet. 
6,64 om. e sys TIVES ELGLV OL ил) TCLOTEUOVCEG 
хо сеї. 
7,12 чу тєр, avTov Ре NY TEPL «отоо TtOÀUG 33 
8,53 от. Ра остіс сек. 
9,30 Om. ХОТО Dbcdífile хо елеу хотос сеї. 
11,2 хог адеАФфос̧ D (sed xaı o) о «$єАфос cet. 
II,54 Om. Sys TOAL cet. 
12,3 ороо D bcd ff?r'e pupov vepdou cet. 
12,16 euwmoßnoav W bc e ff? tote єрутсдтсау cet. 
12,40 un vonaoot Daef уотсосі cet. 
15,17 om. wo De их cet. 


These corrections are important because we cannot say in all 
cases why they were made (but cf. 9,30 and тт, 2). It is obvious 
that the corrector used a manuscript with less typical Western 
readings than were to be found in the original copy ?. This does not 
mean that the manuscript was identical with, for example, D' of 
B. It might have been a manuscript like the copy of Р?5 itself with 
readings which can be found both in Western manuscripts and in 
those of the B-type?. 

Even though some corrections are of the B-type we cannot 


1 This make us afraid to emphasize the importance of the reading ó трофту- 
тпс in 7, 52, cf. Е. В. SMOTHERS, “The Readings in Papyrus Bodmer П”, 
in HTR 51 1958, p. 109-122. 

2 Cf. Also С. D. Бек, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: а Contribu- 
tion to Methodology in establishing textual Relationships", in: NTS 15 
1968/69, p. 23-44, p. 44, about corrections in chapters 1-8: ‘‘the direction of 
correction is almost always away from D rather than toward it". 

з RHODES, art. с.р. 281, supposes that the manuscript was of a ''Caesa- 
rean colouring”. 
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say that the way Рё has been corrected shows that P-B”5 is the 
final development of an original “wild” text. It is impossible 
to conclude that P"5-B is a gradual growth. So far we have only 
found manuscripts with a higher or lower percentage of readings 
supported by D it sy or P?5-B. 

Our second approach to the text of Egypt is an inquiry into the 
relation of x, B, Р, Р% and Р?5. All of them have the following 
passages: John то, 7-25; 10, 32-11, 10, II, 19-33 and II, 43-56 1. 
We first looked for those passages where x and B disagree.? Next 
we checked. which of the three papyri supported N or B. To get a 
clear picture we left out readings found in © or B only. We also left 
out readings in N or B which have none of the three papyri in 
support. This means that weare not going into the following readings: 


a) Readings found only in к 


11,4 MM’ wa бобаавт 1. om. «AA 
11,43 Om. wg 
11,43 expauyalev 1. expavyacev 


b) Readings found only in B 


10,7 Aere ошу 1. со 

10,23 #16096 1. о соус 

10,24 exundeucav |. exuxrAwoav 

10,25 16056 1. o ımooug 

10,32 Tohia єрүх edetEa ошу ходо 

11,24 ev tH амаєттає l. ev тр аухотаве, 
11,52 Mx wa 1. «МУГ ма 


c) Readings where the three papyri do not always follow x or B 


10,1I N тоютту түм evroAnv cAaov cum Р and Р 
B таотуу EvroAnv єЛабом 
ре торту Хароу єутодлу 
10,32 N тоАА® єрүх xara eSerha ошу cum р 
B тоАА® єрүх є8. vu. хода 
рев TOA Ed. ош. єрүх xara 
РР поло коло єрү® ed. ош. 
то,39 К elnrouv ouv cum рев 
eCntovv cum Р? 
pas elnrouv de 
10,39 К «ото» cum раб 
тому AVTOV cum рев 
рів AVTOV пам 
1 G. D. Еве, Codex Sinaiticus ..., demonstrates the Western character of 


chapters т, 1-8, 38 in №. Afterwards it shows a “‘sudden lack of singular 
agreements with D” (p. 42). 

2 A list of these deviations can be found in H. C. Нозктев, Codex B and 
its Allies, Part II, London 1914. 
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11,22 N OLTHGEL 
B от) 
Р45 апа P& among 
1125 N enev de 
B ELEM 
рт ELTTEV обу 


ЕСУРТ 


cum P75 


cum Р® and Р 





where the three papyri follow x and B. These are: 


10,7 


N 


о 16096 
от 

от. 

Conv KLavıov 
Saw 

о de илвдоутос 
бош 
ZRKOVGWOW 
£ÀeYov ou 
eyevero бє 

EV tepocoAug.otc 
водором ... 
om. 

grov 

Deeg 

оті 

о 116006 

су TO vou@ 
от, euro 

vtog cou stut 


хам ELOL UN TLOTEVETE 
гуа Y voyce Kal rto eur te 


отоо 
то протероу 
ELLELVEV 

om. 


наро 


трос «отоу adeApat 


зоба 

uaptay 

обо ЕХУ 

рарва 

EYW TETLOTEUXO. 
єутоОсо 

норі 

цари 

Хаар 


xat eEnAdev о тебу. 


«ото о бос 
ото 
ouugepet 

eepeu. 

єлєүө 


45 
х 


х 


66 


х 
х 


хх 


я 


хх 


75 
х 


х 


NNN м 


Greek 


1241 1242 
1582 2193 
D 


1241 
cet. 
D ® 1170 1355 


DEG 
AEG 

A fam. 13 K 
minusc. 

A Ө fam. 13 
cet. 

D 96 245 
cet. 

222 249 


K 
CM 
ACK 


Finally we have—on this and the opposite page—43 readings 


Versions 


aeth arab 
c d ff? vg 


d r sa bo goth 
c sa bo 


aur b c ff? | гі sys 
1х 


a e ff? 
ec 


sa bo 
sa bo sy$ 


syr 
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11,33 Ж сиВрутсато тө туорт хол erapafev cum Р? 
EQUTOV 
B eveBp. тф Tv. X. ET. EXUTOV 
P45 and P58 er. то ту. ос си рцїооиємос 
11,45 N T0AÀot бє 
B TOAAOL озу cum P5 and Р? 
ре ттоАЛоь 
B 45 66 75 Greek Versions 
IO, 7 соус 118 
om. x x GLK 
8 про sov х Xx A DL W fam. 13 K 
то Cwny X X х cet 
II mnow x x cet 
12 о рївботос х GLW 
15 ттш x cet. 
16 «хоувбоосиу x? x x К 
20 sAeYov de x x x K 
22 єуємєто TOTE х x LW 33 
єм TOLG 1єросоХорол х х ALK 
23 тоо соХороу ... x x x К 
24 avtov X X x cet 
Ene х х cet. 
25 «тєхр. «ото х х се. 
33 от, хо x X x cet 
34 vroouc х х W 
EV T.V. Ором х x cet 
от, ух ELTA х X x cet 
36 v. tov 0. eut x x ALOK 
38 xaveporunmotennte X X x LK 
wa yote x. yweoxnte x x x ХМ б ат. 
ДО EIG TOV тотоу OTOU x x(o)x К 
то протоу х х cet 
eyevev 21 abe ff? 1 
41 ott X х x cet 
II, 2 царі X 33 
3 at ad. трос AVTOV х x x K 
7 1008. TAMY x х x cet 
I9 пари x CDLA 
22 оси av х х K 
24 т пара х cCDL®O 
27 EYO толь 472 
28 eınaoa Cx 
ZI papau x CDK 
32 papa хо x C*ExrL 33 
43 «taps X x x cet 
44 Ёт. o тебу. "хо x WC*L sa bo 
соус QUTOtG х 1 vg 
«отоу» отосуєму x x x ОТ 
50 соџферє: x x x K 
54 єфраці x x x K 
56 єХєүоу x х x cet 
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From these 43 readings we find the following agreements: 


N+ 45 I9 X В + 45 24 х 
R + 66 14 x (2 x 66*) B+ 66 31 x (2 x 66°) 
N+ 75 эх B+75 33 Х 


These results are striking. РФ appears to be related to x and P75 
with B. P® is somewhere in-between, but it shows many readings 
supporting Bl. 

The same result is gained in the following summary: 


45 + 66 + 75 with N 4x 
45 + 66 + 75 with B 18 х 
45 + 66 with N 7x 
45 + 66 with B 3 x 
45 4- 75 with X I x 
45 +75 with B 2 x 
66 + 75 with N ох 
66 +75 with B 8 x 


It is striking that 45 + 66 support X 7 times, but that 66 + 75 
do not support X at all. 

Next we see the papyri do not generally support in cases where 
the manuscript is supported by D lat sy Ө fam. т and fam. 13 ?. 
In cases where x shows “Western” readings the manuscript is 
supported by P5, as in ro, тг; 10, 34 and то, 40 or by P® as in 
Io, 15 (with Р) and то, 25 but never by Р?5. B shows one “Western” 
reading supported by Р? (rr, 44). 

Finally we see how almost all cases where x and B disagree one 
or more of the papyri support one of these manuscripts 3. 

Nobody can deny that an "Egyptian Text” existed. This text 
is clearly visible in P”5-B. Besides readings of the B-type we 
notice readings of the D-type. Most Egyptian manuscripts show 
a mixture of these readings. With regard to the three main papyri 
we see that Р has most Western readings and P5 most Egyptian 
readings. 

We cannot avoid the conclusion that in Egypt originally two 
types of text existed. 


1 See E. R. SMOTHERS, “Papyrus Bodmer II: an early Codex of St. John", 
in: TS 18 1957, p. 434-441. 

2 The same conclusion for рев in К. SCHIPPERS, “Ре Papyruscodex van 
Johannes (P99)", in: GTT 57 1957, р. 33-45. 

3 We already find the same result in STREETER, Four Gospels, p. 57: 
“The notable fact, however, is that whenever one or more of these authorities 
(sc. later Egyptian texts like L C 33) desert B to give a Western reading, 
almost always there are others of them found ranged in support to B". 
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It is impossible to say which of these two types is the older. 

However, we do not believe that one of these must be proved 
to be the older. It is conceivable that the two texts existed side by 
side. This would explain why these two types are still discernable 
in later manuscripts. It is possible and credible that the two texts 
where used in two different parts of the Egyptian Church. Maybe 
the Church was divided between a group of Christians living in the 
towns and an other group living in the country}, but it is also 
possible that the two parts consisted of Gentile- and of Jewish- 
Christians. 

It would be very attractive to suppose that Jewish-Christians 
received the Gospel and the Gospel text from Antioch or Syria. 
In that case we should have a very good explanation why we notice 
agreement between the Syriac versions and readings in Egyptian 
manuscripts and in particular in the Sahaidic translation. 

The origin of P'5-B is still a problem. We are, however, obliged 
to say that the text in these manuscripts must not be considered 
an uncorrupted representative of the original text in the Gentile 
Church of Egypt. It certainly has been revised 2. We think that 
this revision was different from the revision in the Western type. 
The Western type was revised because it originated in a place 
where oral tradition was still available. This sometimes resulted 
in drastic rewriting and additions. In the Gentile Church one had to 
rely upon the written Gospels. Revision was only possible in 
matters of language and style. 

It hardly needs to be added that the existence of these two 
types is the best explanation of the Caesarean Text. This text 


1 Cf. W. H. C. FREND, “The Gospel of Thomas: is Rehabilitation 
Possible ?", in: JTS n. S. 18 1967, p. 13-26, р. 23: “... Christianity in 
Egypt presents two quite different faces. First, there is the school of 
Alexandria... On the other hand, there was the Christianity of the smaller 
towns and later of the Egyptian countryside..." 

8 The internal evidence given by К. ALAND, "Neue Neutestamentliche 
Papyri П”, in: NTS 12 1965/66, p. 193-210, to show that the ‘‘Western- 
non-Interpolations" have to be accepted in the text of modern editions is 
convincing. We are, however, not able to understand that this question has 
received new light from the papyri, cf. E. C. CoLwELL, “Hort Redivivus: 
A Plea and a Program", in: ЇрЕм, “Studies in Methodology in Textual 
Criticism of the New Testament", in: NTTS IX, Leiden 1969, p. 148-171, 
р. 156. See also К. ALanp, "Die Bedeutung des P* fiir den Text des Neuen 
Testaments", in: Studien zur Überlieferung des Neuen Testaments und seines 
Textes, in: Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung II, Berlin 1967, 
р. 155-172. 


Suppl. to Novum Testamentum XXI 4 
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consists of manuscripts with readings taken from the two early 
texts in Egypt. 

If the above is true, we must say that Egypt has known no 
recension of the text. This means that if we were to discover a new 
manuscript it would be wrong to evaluate it according to its relation 
to one or another recension. We should have to evaluate it according 
to its relation to one of the two clearly distinct and original types 
of text in Egypt. 


СНАРТЕК THREE 


ROME, GAUL AND ХОКТН AFRICA 


From the textbooks it appears that no unanimity exist with 
regard to the Old Latin version. Taylor divides the manuscripts 
into an African (ek), an European (ab) and an Italian (Ра) 
text 1. Greenlee calls the Old Latin "Itala" and speaks about 
the uncertainty as to whether the “Itala” represents one or several 
translations *. Metzger gives some more information and says that 
the Latin text has its origin in North Africa and that not long 
afterwards translations were made in Italy, Gaul and elsewhere 8, 
All of them agree that the Old Latin version shows a Western 
Text. Nobody, however, goes into the questions how to explain 
the relation of this text to the Old Syriac. It seems as if most of 
the important studies which appeared before 1949 have been 
forgotten 4. 

The best survey we know, of what happened before 1949 is 
by Metzger®. The burning question regarding the agreement 
between the Old Latin and the Old Syriac is clearly expounded. 
Some have supposed that the Old Latin version originated in 
Antioch and that this accounts for the agreement between the 
Old Latin and the Old Syriac. Others have accepted the idea that 
Tatian composed his Diatessaron in Rome and that this Diatessaron 
in its turn influenced the Syriac tetraevangelium. Finally some 
scholars have supposed that the Syriac Diatessaron was translated 
into Latin and that in this way the Latin text was influenced by 
genuine Syriac readings. 

In the same article Metzger deals with the name "Itala". It 
comes from Augustine, De Doctrina Christiana II 15 22. Augustine 
speaks about a particular text of the Latin Bible, but it is absolute 
impossible to understand what kind of version he is referring to. 
For this reason we had better abandon this expression. Finally 


1 TAYLOR, oe, p. 27-28. 

? GREENLEE, Introduction, p. 46-47. 

3 METZGER, Text, p. 72-75. 

4 KLIJN, Survey, p. 152-161. 

5 B. M. METZGER, “The Evidence of the Versions . . .", in: New Testament 
Manuscript Studies, p. 51-55. 
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Metzger points to the difficulty of dividing the Latin version into 
an European and an African text, since the representatives of the 
two texts show as many glaring disagreements as striking agree- 
ments among themselves. 

This survey shows how many questions have yet to be solved. 
Therefore, it is to be regretted that during the last twenty years 
not many articles and books have been published on the Old Latin 
text of the Gospels 1. We may be sure, however, that there will be а 
change in the near future. The Vetus Latina Institut der Erzabtei 
Beuron has published so many important editions of the text of 
the Pauline Epistles and the General Epistles and they have been 
accompanied by so many important studies on the text of the Epist- 
les that we look forward with the greatest expectation to the publi- 
cation of the work on the Gospels and Acts ?. 

Meanwhile we cannot do more than go into what has been publish- 
ed on the text in the Western part of the early Christian world. 

Whoever wishes to study the text of the Latin version, has also 
to go into the Greek text right at the beginnings of Christianity 
in the West. Undoubtedly the Church of Rome, Gaul and North 
Africa was a Greek speaking community at the beginning. This 
appears from such authors and writings as I Clement, Justin Martyr, 
Marcion and Irenaeus. Of these the text of I Clement can be left 
out of consideration. This means that we have to deal with the 
three remaining authors. Inquiry into their texts is, however, 
seriously hampered because all of them come from the East. There- 
fore, we do not know whether they show a genuine Roman text. 
With this reservation we must now go into recent investigations 
into their texts. 

The text of Justin has been thoroughly investigated by Bellin- 
zoni 3. In his study, however, special attention has been paid to the 
question whether Justin used other sources apart from the canonical 
Gospels. Hardly anything is said about the manuscripts used by 


1 Of importance is that the edition of the Old Latin text of the Gospels 
started by JÜLICHER, continued by Matzkow and ALAND has been com- 
pleted: Mark 1940 (sec. ed. in preparation), Matthew 1938, Luke 1954 and 
John 1963. 

3 See VETUS LATINA INSTITUT DER ERZABTEI BEURON, Bericht I, Beuron/ 
Hohenzollern 1967; Bericht 2 1968, and Bericht 3 1969, with a survey of 
publications on p. 4-6. 

3 BELLINZONI, oc, р. ооо. 
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Justin. This question comes to the fore in a study by Massaux !. 
He arrives at the conclusion that the text of Justin shows a close 
agreement with the Latin manuscript h. 

Marcion’s text raises particular difficulties for us. It is known 
only from quotations in Tertullian’s Adv. Marcionem. The question 
has been raised whether Tertullian quotes from a Latin or a Greek 
text. It has even been questioned whether Tertullian himself used a 
Latin or а Greek New Testament. At the moment the matter seems 
to have been settled. Higgins who again went into the problem, 
came to the conclusion that the quotations taken from Marcion 
show a clear agreement with the Old Latin usage in the European 
branch and the quotations taken from Tertullian’s New Testament 
show agreement with the usage in the African branch. This seems 
to show that both Marcion’s text as known to Tertullian and his 
own text were in a Latin translation 2, 

Marcion’s text has been thoroughly investigated by Blackman. 
The agreement between each individual Old Latin manuscript and 
Marcion is listed. The result is that Marcion does not show a particu- 
lar agreement with any one Old Latin text, but the general im- 
pression is that Marcion’s text belongs to the Western Text as it is 
manifested in the Old Latin version 3. 

This is of great significance. It could be proof that Marcion used 
a Greek text which is the basis of the Old Latin. However, an other 
possibility exists: Marcion could have influenced the text of the 
Latin version. This very old problem has been dealt with by 
Blackman but he denies that Marcion exercised any extensive 
influence on the Latin version 4. In addition to this we believe that 
this supposition is unacceptable because in the Old Latin text we 
do not notice any particular difference in the character of the text 
between Luke, the Gospel used by Marcion, and the other Gospels. 

Nothing has been published about the text of Irenaeus as far 
as it concerns his quotations from the Gospels. With regard to the 


1 E. Massaux, "Le Texte du Sermon sur la Montagne de Matthieu 
utilisé par Saint Justin", in: Ephem. Théol. Lovanienses 28 1952, p. 411-448. 

2 A. J. B. Hıccıns, “The Latin Text of Luke in Marcion and Tertullian", 
in: VC 2 1951, p. 1-42. 

3 E. C. BLACKMAN, Marcion and his Influence, London 1948, p. 135-159. 
Blackman goes into the question whether Marcion's text shows marked 
agreement with the Old Latin manuscript e as has been suggested, but this 
idea has to be rejected. 

4 See BLACKMAN, oc, p. 157. 
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text of Paul, it has been shown again that the Latin translation 
of Irenaeus faithfully renders the original Greek text !. 

In the Western part of the Christian Church the oldest authors 
used a Western Text which shows a close affinity with the Old 
Latin version. This conclusion makes it very difficult to explain 
the agreement between the Old Syriac and the Old Latin from a 
common influence of the text of the Diatessaron only. Justin and 
Marcion wrote their works well before the Diatessaron was composed 
If, however, anyone still wishes to posit the influence of the Dia- 
tessaron on the Latin text, he has to minimise the significance of 
Marcion as a witness to the Western Text. In his study of the 
Codex Colbertinus Vogels shows himself to be an advocate of the 
influence of the Diatessaron on the Latin text ?. In his “Handbuch” 
he says of Marcion: "Als einem 'Zeugen' für den Bibeltext kónnen 
wir Marcion gegenüber gar nicht zurückhaltend genug sein" 3. At 
the same time one has to avoid too great a division between the 
African and the European branches of the Latin version *. The 
main problem of positing a significant influence of the Diatessaron 
on the Latin version seems to be that this influence must be dated 
after the year 170. By that date a Latin translation of the New 
Testament must have already been in existence for some time 5. 

This means that we are still looking for an acceptable explanation 
of the agreement between the Old Latin and the Old Syriac versions. 
This agreement can be traced back to the earliest days of Christian- 


1 K.T.ScHÄrer, “Die Zitate in der lateinischen Irenäusübersetzung 
und ihr Wert für die Textgeschichte des Neuen Testaments", in: Vom Wort 
des Lebens, Festschrift M. MEINERTZ, in: Neutestam. Abhandlungen 1. Erg. 
Band 1951, p. 50-59. 

2 H. J. Voczrs, "Evangelium Colbertinum", in: Bonner Bibl. Beiträge 4: 
I. Text and 5: II. Untersuchungen, Bonn 1953, p. 177. 

з VocELs, Handbuch, р. 144. 

4 VocELs, Evangelium Colbertinum, p. 177. But the division seems to be 
an established fact, see С. W. S. FRIEDRICHSEN, “The Gothic Text of Luke 
in its relation to the Codex Brixianus (f) and the Codex Palatinus (е)”, in: 
NTS 11 1964/65, р. 281-290, and J. Mızzı, “The Latin Text of the Gospel 
Quotations in St. Augustine's ‘De Diversis Quaestionibus LXXXIII Liber 
Unus’ ", in: Augustiniana 12 1962, р. 245-290, see also IpEM, “The Latin 
Text of Matt. V-VII in St. Augustine's ‘De Sermone Domini in Monte’ ”, 
in: idem 4 1954, p. 450-494, in which it is said that Augustin’s text was 
“а, composite or mixed structure which discloses on examination undoubted 
traces of having undergone considerable revision under the influence of 
Italian and more especially European MSS" (p. 275). 

5 Cur. MoHRMANN, "Les Origines de la Latinité Chrétienne à Rome”. 
in: VC 3 1949, p. 67-112 and 163-183, esp. 78-87. 
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ity in Rome. It might be that it has something to do with the origin 
of the Roman Church. This Church probably originated among 
Jews who were evangelised by other Jews. Did they come from 
Antioch? At any rate, if we look at Marcion, Justin and Irenaeus 
we see that these important Christians came to Rome from the 
East. For this reason we believe that there was ample opportunity 
for a text which was used in the East to have been imported into 
the Church of Rome. 


СНАРТЕК FOUR 


ACTS 


In recent years the text of Acts has moved into the centre of 
interest on account of some important discoveries: 

I. Codex r5 in the Cathedral of Leon (siglum: 1) with a text 
dating from the seventh century. The parts with an Old Latin 
text are 8, 27-11, 13; 15, 6-12; 15, 26-38. Other parts contain a 
Vulgate text: 14, 21-15, 5: 15, 13-25: 15, 39-17, 25. В. Fischer who 
published the text came to the conclusion that the parts with an 
Old Latin text show some relation to the Liber Comicus (t) +. 

2. A Coptic Manuscript of the 4/5th century (siglum: cop99? 
in Epp?, but ox r4 in the list of the Coptic New Testament 
Manuscripts kept by the "Institut für neutestamentliche Text- 
forschung" 3. From this text Pederson gave some passages in an 
English translation which contain Western variant readings. The 
text shows a remarkably close relationship to D4. 

3. A Palestinian-Syriac fragment from Khirbet Mird (siglum 
sy"sK in Epp 5), dated about боо. It contains the fragments то, 
28-29 and 32-41. It shows some agreement with D 6. 

Manuscript 1 proves again that the Old Latin text had many 
Western readings. These readings are to be met with in a great 
number of manuscripts. They found their way from Latin into 
the vernacular languages of Western Europe *. Much more impor- 


1 В. FrscHER, “Ein neuer Zeuge zum Westlichen Text der Apostel- 
geschichte", in: Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of R. P. Casey, ed. 
by J. N. BIRDSALL and В. УУ. Тномѕом, Freiburg 1963, p. 33-63. 

2 E. J.P. Epp, "The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Canta- 
brigiensis in Acts", in: Society for New Testament Studies, Monograph Series 
3, Cambridge 1966, p. XII. 

з E. HAENCHEN and P. WEIGANDT, "The Original Text of Acts?", in: 
NTS 14 1967/68, p. 469-481, p. 469. 

4 TH. C. PETERSEN, “Ап Early Coptic Manuscript of Acts: An unrevised 
Version of the ancient so-called Western Text”, in: СВО 26 1964, p. 225-241. 

5 Epp, о.с., p. XII. 

5 CH. PERROT, "Un Fragment Christo-Palestinien découvert à Khirbet 
Mird (Actes des Apötres X, 28-29; 32-41)", in: RB 79 1963, p. 506-555. An 
other discovery of a text of Acts has been published by В. KASSER, Papyrus 
Bodmer XIII, Bibliotheca Bodmeriana 1961, with a text like in A. 

7 A. F. J. Кілум, “А Medieval Dutch Text of Acts", in: NTS т 1954/55, 
Р. 51-56. 
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tant is ох 14. This manuscript shows that there is evidence of a 
Western Text in Coptic. It means “that the ‘western’ text of the 
Acts of the Apostles from the fifth to the seventh centuries was 
known not only in Greek, Latin and Syriac, but also in the Coptic 
language and, therefore, in the most important Verkehrssprachen 
of the Mediterranean area" 1. We must recall, however, that the 
existence of a Western Text in Egypt was already known from the 
papyri P8, 29, 38, 41, 48 which contain fragments of Acts!*. The manu- 
script sy™8K is the first discovery to demonstrate that a Western 
text of Acts was known in the Palestinian-Syriac language also. 

For this reason the last discovery calls for our special attention. 
It gives us a fresh insight into the history of the text in a particular 
area of the Church. 

The origin of the Palestinian-Syriac version “has been much 
disputed" 2. As far as Acts is concerned many fragments were 
already known in this language before the discovery of symsK 3, 
These fragments, Ropes thought, were “doubtless made from the 
current Greek text" 4. Duensing 5 and Black 9 who both studied a 
fragment (Acts 21, 14-25) of a manuscript with the title Codex 
Climaci Rescriptus published by Agnes Smith Lewis in 10007, 
came to the conclusion that the agreement between the fragment 
and the Peshitto points to a relation which cannot be clearly 
defined. Finally, we note that Vóóbus supposed the influence of 
an Old Syriac text on the Palestinian-Syriac 8. 


1 HAENCHEN-WEIGANDT, art. c., p. 481. 

1а But see P. WEIGANDT, ‘Zwei Griechisch-Sahidische Acta-Handschriften 
P? und 0236", in: Materialen zur  neutestamentl. Handschriftenkunde, 
herausgeg. у. К. ALAND, in: Zur neutestamentl. Textforschung, Bd. 3, Berlin 
1969, p.54-95, according to whom Р does not show a Western Text. 

2 See METZGER, Text, p. 71; B. M. METZGER, "The Evidence of the 
Versions for the Text of the New Testament’, in: M. M. PARVIS and 
A. P. WIKGREN, New Testament Manuscript Studies, Chicago 1948, р. 25-68, 
р. 34, and KLIJN, Survey, p. 126-127. 

з PERROT, art. с., p. 544. 

4 1.Н.Боркз, “The Text of Acts”, in: F. J. Еолкк Jackson and K. LAKE, 
The Beginnings of Christianity Part I, Vol. III, London 1926, p. CLXXXI. 

$ H. Duensing, "Zwei christlich-palästinisch-aramäische Fragmente aus 
der Apostelgeschichte", in: ZNW 37 1938, p. 42-46. 

8 M. BLack, “A Palestinian Syriac Palimpsest Leaf of Acts XXI (14-26)”, 
in: BJRL 23 1939, p. 201-214. 

7 AGNES SMITH Lewis, “Codex Climaci Rescriptus” "in: Horae Semiticae 
VIII, Cambridge 1909, р. 84-101, with Acts 21, 3-14; 24, 25-26, т and 26, 
23-27, 27. 

з Үббвоз, Early Versions ..., p. 130. 


58 ACTS 


This last opinion Perrot considers to be corroborated by the text 
of sy msK, After a very learned discussion he comes to the conclusion: 
“Le texte du fragment ne dépend pas de la Peshitta ni de la Philoxé- 
nienne. La Peshitta et la Philoxénienne ne dépendent pas non plus 
du texte christo-palestinien. Le texte du fragment est plus proche 
du texte occidental que la Peshitta ou la Philoxénienne!. But 
Perrot also writes: "les versions syriaques, chacune à leur maniere, 
ont des points de contact avec la version palestinienne. Ce fait 
postule impérieusement l'existence d'un texte de base qui explique 
ces multiples accords. Et ce texte fondamental doit étre proche du 
texte occidental. N’est-ce pas le cas justement dela vieille Syriaque ? 2. 

In what follows we wish to go into Perrot's question. For this 
reason we divide the variant readings in the fragment into the 
following three groups: 


I. The fragment is striking for its numerous singular readings: 


10,28 (оа. oon «Го 1, хдуої ó Bebe ёдєїбєу 
32 \> сової) 1. лорд, 
33 {Maas oio 1. 22 хот с обу 
37 om. èxhpučev 
38 om. хую 
om. ravras 


39 xal od 1. xal 


2. The Fragment shows а great number of readings found only 
in зу? and зур: 
10,28 5} «nso all, ums ol мэд) in sy? РІ 

29 „э post oo | cum зур phil 

33 cie 1. обу, cf. © in sy? 

34... (еә L on... 6 вебс cum Бу? 

37 «ої wold 1. биеїс cum sy? 

38 sam, Wal. ’Incoöv cum syP 

39 LA амаа... Nao Ws |. особу... ëv re тў хӧр cum зу? 


3. All Western readings are supported by syP except: 
10,33 add. ларххолбу 2Х0Еїу трос Huse cum vgedd р, sa syPhil ox 14 
add. èv тёув,, cum D, 


34 xal ёлехо10)) 6 пётрос xal elrev 1. dvoläag...elnev cum Ephr., comm. 
Acta 


41 add. ўџёрас rescepdxovra cum D E sa alii Ephr 


1 PERROT, art.c., р. 539. 
з PERROT, art. c., p. 540. 
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This means that the evidence for dependence on ап Old Syriac 
text is not very strong. The Fragment contains a number of typical 
Western readings, but these are usually supported by syP. We 
might say that this fragment shows a text like syP with some more 
Old Syriac readings than are found in the text of the Peshitto 
as known to us. 

This caution is required not only by the evidence of the text in 
the fragment, but also because of our very limited knowledge of the 
Old Syriac text in Syria. 

The main witness of this text is Ephrem’s commentary on Acts 
which remains only in an Armenian translation!. Recently this 
evidence has been supplemented by Kerschensteiner who collected 
the very small number of quotations from Acts in early Syriac 
writings ?. 

It is interesting that three of these quotations agree with parts 
of the newly discovered fragment. We have already mentioned the 
reading Io, 35 where syMmsK is supported by Ephrem's commentary 
on Acts. The other two are: 


10,35 év mow #уєсту 1. £v mavti #0ує: cum sy™SK Aphr (sed a No ©) 
Ephr., comm. Acta et catena sy? 

10,41 add. ўџёрас̧ тєссєрбхоутх cum symsE Ephr, comm. Diat, comm. Acta, 
catena DE sa gig t vgedd 

These last two readings can, however, not be considered as Old 
Syriac readings. 

From this we might conclude that in Syria an Old Syriac text 
existed. It is certainly true that the text current in Syria influenced 
the Syro-Palestinian version. The fragment of Khirbet Mird does 
not, however, show with complete certainty whether it has been 
influenced by a pure Old Syriac text or an already revised text yet 
with some Old Syriac readings remaining. 

Much of the research of the last twenty years has been devoted 
to the question whether the Western Text is a recension or whether 
we are only dealing with a great number of variant readings 
from various dates and places. This question probably arose from 
two important works on Acts by Ropes ? and Clark *. Their results 


1 Ropes, oc, p. 380-453. 

2 J. KERSCHENSTEINER, “Beobachtungen zum altsyrischen Actatext”, in: 
Bibl. 45 1964, p. 63-74. 

з ROPES, o.c. 

4 A. C. CLARK, The Acts of the Apostles, Oxford 1933. 
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were totally different. Ropes almost completely rejected the Western 
Text! while Clark completely accepted it. From this it seemed 
that one was obliged to consider the Western Text as an entity 
which had to be taken or rejected as a whole. 

Ropes, however, was not quite clear in his ideas about the 
origin of the Western Text in Acts. He does not offer a choice 
between “а recension" and “an accumulation of micellaneous 
variants". Although he speaks of a recension it is one spread over a 
period of "fifty years after the book passed into circulation" 2. 
One wonders if it is still possible to speak of a “definite rewriting” in 
these circumstances. One should rather speak of a period in which 
it was still possible for “wild texts" to come into being. But in 
spite of this Ropes believed “that a definite "Western' text whether 
completely recoverable in its original form or not, once actually 
existed" 3. He goes further and says: "the “Western’ text, once 
produced, was liable to modification and enlargement" 4. This 
raises the questions how we can distinguish between the “modifica- 
tion" and the original “rewriting” and what is the difference 
between a “rewriting” over a period of fifty years, as Ropes 
supposed, and "later modifications". 

The problem could be solved if we only possessed a manuscript 
with a “pure” or “homogeneous” Western Text. An other way to 
solve the problem would be by looking for one leading tendency 
in the Western Text which clearly shows that the variant readings 
originated in one basic viewpoint. 

Everyone agrees that the first possibility is out of the question. 
A “pure” Western Text does not exist. The main representative 
of this Text, Codex D, is itself a “mixed text”. It is to be regretted 
that Pederson was led to believe that ox 14 showed the original 
Western Text as he stated in the title of his article on this manu- 
script: "An early Coptic Manuscript of Acts: An unrevised Version 
of the ancient so-called Western Text" 5. 

Epp fastened on this title and said: “а full assessment of cop? 


1 Ropes accepted the Western readings in 20, 15; 21, 1 and 27, 5. 

? RoPzs, o.c., p. VIII. 

3 RoPzs, o.c., p. VIII. 

4 Ropes, o.c., р. VIII. 

5 Petersen has some strange ideas about the history of the text. He 
speaks of the Western “recension” which “was all but universally displaced 
by the revised text of the neutral and Alexandrian recension”, see art. c., 
p. 226. : 
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should shed at least some light on the longstanding question of the 
homogeneity of the Western text” 1. In order to answer the question 
he compared the Coptic manuscript with D. One positive result 
stands out clearly: some readings formerly known only in D and 
thus suspected of being introduced by the scribe of D, are supported 
by ox 14. They appear to be "real" Western readings. Also some 
readings in Western witnesses with a mixed text are supported 
by ox 14. But this means no more than that a few readings can no 
longer be called "singular". At the same time the number of 
singular readings has been increased because some are now to be 
found in ox 14 only. Epp says that of the “some 250 variation- 
units" in ox 14 "40 to 50 are unique". Epp is justified in asking 
"can a revision (or better, a recension) tolerate this ratio of unique 
readings and still be a recension?” ?, 

About two years later Haenchen and Weigandt investigated 
the text of ox 14 again ?. They criticize the words of Petersen that 
ох 14 is “the earliest completely preserved and entirely unadulterat- 
ed witness of the Western text". According to Haenchen and 
Weigandt even ox 14 is a “mixed text”. They point to 2, 41: 


D motevoavtec 
cet. ётодеЁ исуо, tov Adyov 


ох I4 (and ву! 1): ... who received his word in gladness and 
believed, were... 


This reading shows that even ох 14 has been influenced by 
both the Western and the Egyptian Text. Next they point to the 
corrections in Old Testament quotations which show that they 
were made according to a Coptic translation of the Old Testament. 

However, it is still premature to say a final word with regard 
to ox 14 since the text has still to be published. But we can say 
already that even ox 14 is not a "pure" Western text of Acts. 
This means at the same time that we doubt whether such a “pure” 
Western Text ever existed. 

Another approach to the problem is by an investigation into 
the character of the variant readings in the Western Text. The 
first step in this field was taken by Menoud in 1951. He pointed 


1 E. J. Epp, "Coptic Manuscript С 67 and the Röle of Codex Bezae as a 
Western Witness in Acts", in: JBL 85 1966, p. 197-212. 

2 Epp, art. c., p. 212. 

з HAENCHEN and WEIGANDT, art. c. 


62 ACTS 


to anti-Jewish remarks, the emphasis on universalism, frequent 
mentioning of the Spirit and alterations in the name of Jesus 1. 
This work has been continued, along different lines sometimes, 
by Epp?, Thiele?, Hanson * and Wilcox 5. 

In these studies one points to particular tendencies which 
have caused the variant readings in the Western Text. It appears 
that hardly anything has been added to the list given by Menoud. 
Only Wilcox pointed to Semitisms in the Western Text ®. If we 
leave this out of consideration we must say that these tendencies 
do not point to a particular time or a particular place. They are 
to be expected in texts where scribes where free to make alterations. 
Epp realized this difficulty and for that reason he looked only for 
anti-Judaic tendencies in Codex D. He rightly states: "If the 
present study of Codex Bezae in Acts is to contribute to knowledge 
of the ‘Western’ text as a whole, it is necessary, as previously stated, 
to differentiate between readings which can reasonably be assumed 
to be ancient and part of the genuine ‘Western’ tradition and 
those which may have come into the tradition at a later time—in 
some cases perhaps at a date almost as recent as the date of Codex 
Bezae itself” 7. Of course, It still has to be proved that a "genuine" 
Western Text existed. According to Epp a genuine Western 
reading has to be supported by D it sy *. Epp, however, does not 
work with this criterion. He keeps to the readings on D. This, 


1 P. H. MENoUD, "The Western Text and the Theology of Acts”, in: 
Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas, Bulletin II 1951, p. 19-32. 

2 E. J. Err, "The ‘Ignorance Motif’ in Acts and Anti-Judaic Tendencies 
in Codex Bezae", in: НТК 55 1962, р. 51-62, and IDEM, The Theological 
Tendency ...; see Review by R. Р. C. Hanson, “Тһе Ideology of Codex 
Bezae in Acts", in: NTS 4 1967/68, p. 282-286, and R. P. MARKHAM, in: 
The Bible Translator 19 1968, p. 189-191. 

з W. THIELE, “Ausgewählte Beispiele zur Charkterisierung des “West- 
lichen' Textes der Apostelgeschichte", in: ZNW 56 1965, p. 51-63. 

4 R. P. C. Hanson, "The Provenance of the Interpolator in the ‘Western’ 
Text of Acts and of Acts itself", іп: NTS 12 1965/66, p. 211-230, and IDEM, 
The Ideology... 

5 М. Witcox, The Semitisms in Acts, Oxford 1965. 

5 WILCOX, arrives at the same conclusion as BLACK, Aramaic Approach. . ., 
viz. that Semitisms were “‘confined to one manuscript or group of manu- 
scripts, frequently D (and its аШез)”. He also points to the difficulty of this 
phenomenon because here “‘primitive material can have survived unrevised 
(although we must remember that some such Semitisms may be due to 
Semitic-thinking scribes)”, see p. 185. 

? Epp, Tendency, р. 27. 

8 Epp, Tendency, p. 28. 
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however, meant that his conclusions are very cautious. He says 
that his study “admittedly leaves unanswered many of the tradi- 
tional text-critical questions regarding the ‘western text’ ” 1. 

Epp’s study was cautiously limited. Hanson draws much more 
general conclusions from the variant readings. He notices that 
readings show a tendency to make the text clearer. He does not 
like to say that all those improvements are the work of an inter- 
polator, but they are “а single phenomenon" ?. He rightly says 
that the Western Text "may indeed be composite and contain 
contributions made by several textual traditions" 3. But this again 
does not prevent Hanson from speaking about an “interpolator” 
who tried “to bring its (sc. Acts) thought into line with the thought 
of his day and milieu” 4. 

We believe that Hanson wishes to emphasize the homogeneity 
of the Western Text in Acts. This appears from his supposition 
that the interpolatorlived in Rome. He gives three reasons for this: 

a) D magnifies the part of Peter. This comes to the fore in 
readings like I, 23 gotyoev 600 l. Zornoav 890 cum D-gig and 11, 1-2 
8% txaved урбуоо TEX oe тореоӨўуои: 1. ду2 8 ГЮ sn ox 14. 

Already ]. Н. Crehan had pointed to the important place of 
Peter 5. Epp, however, believed that “it is easier to see in the D-text 
an intention to stress the importance of the apostles in general” 8. 

b) D shows that the interpolator was surprisingly well informed 
about the family of the Herods. Hanson points to 24, 27 with the 
reading: бу турўс=: did АрдоддХоу in 614 2147 syhel, 

Hanson agrees that these proofs are "faint and uncertain" 7, 
but the matter is settled by 

с) 28, 16 6 вхатбуарутс тарёдохеу тоос Seaulous т атратотедёруо 

According to Hanson we have here a technical term which 
“creates a strong presumption that the man who wrote it was well 
acquainted with the different functions of the officers of the Prae- 
torian Guards at Rome” 8. 


1 Epp, Tendency, р. 171. 

2 Hanson, Provenance, р. 216. 

3 Hanson, Provenance, p. 217. 

4 Hanson, Ideology, p. 286. 

5 J. CREHAN, “Peter according to the D-Text of Acts", in: JTS n. S. 18 
1957, Р. 596-603. 

5 Epp, Tendency, р. 163. 

7 Hanson, Provenance, p. 222. 

8 Hanson, Provenance, p. 223. 
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Thus we see that finally Hanson’s idea only rests on one rea- 
ding. 

One wonders whether this is enough to argue that the Western 
interpolator lived in Rome, especially because this last reading is 
not specifically Western. It is found in some Western witnesses and 
also in the Byzantine Text. 

The riddle of the Western Text in Acts has not been solved. 
We do not believe that anyone succeeded in finding a “pure” or 
"original" Western Text. And the reason is that such a text did 
not exist. Western readings are spread over a number of manuscripts 
and they probably originated in a number of places over a number 
of years. This, however, does not mean that all these studies which 
tried to go into this subject, were in vain. On the contrary, it is 
once again shown that the Western readings are very old and many 
are of a particular significance. In a great many cases they are 
deliberate alterations !. This means that they are recognizable and 
that many can be rejected as a whole when we try to discover the 
original text. Haenchen in particular pointed to variant readings 
in the Western Text which can be grouped together ?. 

All this, however, does not make the recovery of the original text 
of Acts an easier task. Just because we concluded that the Western 
Text is not a clear cut recension, so we have to judge each separate 
reading on its merits?. The eclectic method for Acts propagated 


1 This generally accepted view can be found in modern commentaries 
like E. HAENCHEN, "Die Apostelgeschichte", in: Krü.-Exeg. Komm. ü.d.N. 
T., Göttingen 196113, p. 47-53, and H. ConzELMANN, “Die Apostelgeschichte”, 
in: Handb. z. N.T. 7, Tübingen 1963, р. 2-3. Only P. GLAUE, "Der älteste 
Text der geschichtlichen Bücher des Neuen Testaments”, in: ZNW 45 1954, 
p. 90-108, tried to defend the Western Text, but he was criticised by 
E. HAENCHEN, "Zum Text der Apostelgeschichte", in: ZTK 44 1957, 
p. 22-55, esp. 30-35. 

з Е. HAENCHEN, "Schriftzitate und Textüberlieferung in der Apostel- 
geschichte", in: ZTK 51 1954, p. 153-167, criticizing the more eclectic 
method of L. Cerraux, "Citations scripturaires et Tradition textuelle 
dans le Livre des Acts", in: Mél. M. Goguel, Neuchátel-Paris 1950, p. 43-51, 
also in “Recueil L. Cerfaux II, in: Bibl. Eph. Theol. Lovan. vol. VII, Gembloux 
1954, р. 93-101. 

3 See for example С. D. Е. Moure, “Н. W. Moule on Acts IV 25", in: ET 
65 1953/54, р. 220-221; J. DuPLAcY, "А. Propos d'une Variante ‘occidentale’ 
des Actes des Apötres (iii rr)", in: Rev. des Études Augustiniennes 2 1956, 
р. 231-242, and J. Dupont, “Га Mission de Paul à Jérusalem (Acts xii 25)", 
in: NT х 1056, p. 275-393. 

4 C. S. C. WirLIAMS, "А Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles”, in: 
Black’s New Testament Commentary, London 1957, p. 49. 
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by Williams *, Dupont 5 and Kilpatrick * seems to be the right 
procedure to restore the original text. Admitting the soundness of 
this procedure we nevertheless have to say that this method 
arrives at such varying results that we wonder whether editors of 
Greek texts and translations can safely follow this road 1. The sub- 
jective element seems to play too great a part as soon as we have to 
judge variant readings on internal grounds alone ?. 


5 J. Dupont, "Les Problèmes des Actes d’après les Travaux récents", 
in: Anal. Lovan. Bibl. et Orient., Ser. II, Fasc. 17, Louvain 1950, р. 26. 

6 С.Р. KILPATRICK, "An eclectic Study of the Text of Acts", in: Bibl. 
and Patristic Studies... В.Р. Casey, p. 64-77. 

1 Cf. A. Е. J. Kon, "In Search of the Original Text of Acts”, in: Studies 
in Luke-Acts, Essays presented in honor of P. Schubert, ed. Бу L. E. KECK 
and J. L. MARTYN, Nashville 1966, p. 103-110. 

2 The next step is the introduction of conjectures again, as argued by 
M. DiseLivs, "Der Text der Apostelgeschichte”, in: M. DIBELIUS, Aufsätze 
zur Apostelgeschichte, Göttingen 1951, p. 76-83, criticized by A. D. Моск, 
"Review Dibelius, Aufsätze ...”, in: Gnomon 25 1953, p. 497-506, р. 502. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 


THE WESTERN TEXT 


It is still customary to divide manuscripts into the four well 
known families: the Alexandrian, the Caesarean, the Western and 
the Byzantine. 

This classical division can no longer be maintained. This has 
been shown by such manuscripts as Р® and P® which can not be 
assigned to any of these texts. It is said that these manuscripts 
show a distinct common character with Western and Alexandrian 
readings more or less equally distributed over their text, but this 
very character makes it impossible to fit them into either the 
Western or the Alexandrian family. 

А second drawback of this division is that manuscripts are 
classified according to a supposed geographical origin. This goes 
back to a time when one supposed that local texts were based on 
local recensions. Now we know that each separate region had its 
own individual history and that in that history drastic recensions 
did not play any part. All changes are the result of a gradual 
development. 

If any progress is to be expected in textual criticism we have 
to get rid of the division into local texts. New manuscripts must 
not be allotted to a geographically limited area but to their place 
in the history of the text. 

In this history we notice the following stages: 

I. The most ancient witnesses to the Gospel tradition are the 
Apostolic Fathers and the Apologists. Their text shows that in 
their time oral and written tradition were used side by side. Oral 
and written tradition, written and written tradition and oral 
and oral tradition were freely combined and harmonised. This 
followed a pattern known from the beginning of Christian tradition. 
It is this pattern followed by Matthew when he combined and 
harmonised Markan and other traditions to make a new “life of 
Jesus". 

From the Apostolic Fathers and later authors we see that this 
genuine Christian way of dealing with traditional material did not 
come to an end once the canonical Gospels had been written. It 


THE WESTERN ТЕХТ 67 


was continued, now with help of these written Gospels. The extent 
of this work depended on the quantity of oral traditional matter 
and the importance which was attached to it. We may assume that 
very old christian communities with venerable and ancient tradi- 
tions would be more inclined to preserve these traditions than a 
Church which heard the Gospel after the written Gospels had 
already become more or less the only authority in matters of 
Gospel tradition. This means that generally speaking the very 
old Jewish-Christian communities must have possessed the oldest 
traditions. 

In communities with a venerable treasure of Gospel tradition 
written Gospels were bound to be influenced by that tradition. 
And even if they were not directly influenced by that tradition, 
the written Gospels would not be held in the same esteem in these 
places as in places where they were the only source of Gospel 
tradition. But this did not always happen in the same way. We 
may ask how long one can go on adding traditional material 
before it can no longer be recognized as the original Gospel. The 
author of Matthew for example, added so much to Mark that 
we speak about a new Gospel. In its turn the same happened in 
Matthew which was worked up in such a way that later ecclesiastical 
authors spoke of the resulting writings as Jewish-Christian Gospels. 
But there are a lot of possibilities between a rewriting as found in 
the Jewish-Christian Gospels and some simple additions to the 
original draft. 

We can be sure that in particular parts of the Church this work 
of adapting, combining, rewriting and harmonising went on for a 
long time. We might even go so far as to argue that Tatian’s 
Diatessaron is the climax of this process. This might be called the 
last effort to combine disparate Gospel tradition into one writing. 
In other parts of the Church, however, this way of dealing with 
tradition was resisted: the fourfold Gospel was accepted as the 
way in which the Gospel tradition had to be accepted. 

In communities where no venerable tradition existed the written 
Gospel escaped from the rewriting we have described above. 

We do not possess Gospel manuscripts dating from this period 
which lasted in Edessa till about 150. But this does not mean that 
numerous readings in later manuscripts do not reflect this original 
state of affairs. We only have to point to the agreement between 
Justin and the Old Latin, Marcion and D, to readings found in the 
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Diatessaron, the Old Latin and the Old Syriac. All these witnesses 
of course differ in many ways, but just for this reason we are 
repeatedly struck by their equally many agreements. 

At the present time we know that readings in this group of 
witnesses are of the same antiquity as readings found in Р?5-В. 
We have drawn the conclusion that we are dealing with two clearly 
different texts of Egypt. The P75-B text must have come to Egypt 
at a very early date and at a time before it could be influenced in 
such thorough way as the "Western Text”. 

Going back to the text we meet in D, the Old Latin and the 
other witnesses we call "Western", we notice that agreement is 
sometimes striking. We cannot explain this agreement by the 
influence of Tatian. “Western” readings are known long before 
Tatian, as we learned from the Gospel of Thomas. Their origin 
must go further back into history and it must be looked for in a 
particular centre of Christianity. Otherwise it is impossible to 
understand how similar readings can be found in the East and in 
the West, Rome, Edessa and Egypt. 

We cannot suppose any other place than Antioch as the origin 
of these readings. Antioch must have had a venerable treasure of 
tradition. Here we may suppose a Jewish-Christian community 
where Gospel tradition was handed down. Here we have a town 
which could have had relations with a place like Edessa. It is from 
this town that we may suppose that Christianity was brought to 
the Jewish communities in Rome and Alexandria. We can easily 
imagine Antioch as a melting-pot of Gospel tradition and as a 
distributor of expanded Gospels. 

2. The second stage in the history of the text is the period in 
which the Church accepted virtually only the four Gospels. We 
earlier pointed to Edessa as one place where this happened only at a 
later date. During this period we notice a rapid influence of one 
text upon another. This is clearly to be seen in Egypt where the 
“P?5_B Text” was influenced by the “Western Text" and the other 
way round so as to produce such texts as Р, Рев, and numerous 
other mixed texts. During this time the Syriac Diatessaron was 
translated into Latin introducing a fresh source of corruption into 
the Latin version of the Gospels. It was the time when secondary 
translations were made like the Armenian and Georgian based upon 
Syriac and Greek Gospel texts. This is the time when a tetraevange- 
lium was introduced in Edessa from the West. 
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During this time many typical additions, found in the original 
text of Antioch, must have been corrected in accordance with a 
text like in Р?-В. This did not happen because people knew that 
the latter text was "better", but only because it was a text of the 
Gentile Christians whose influence was growing more and more at 
the expense of the Jewish Christians. 

3. The third stage in the history of the text shows an intensified 
work on the text. Gradual, but persistent work on this text resulted 
in the Vulgate, the Peshitto and the Byzantine Text. 


This reconstruction of the history of the text does not raise any 
problems for us. It is obvious that textual corruption started right 
after the autographs had been completed. For, the Gospels were 
written in a region where Gospel tradition was well known and this 
tradition will have influenced the written Gospels. 

More difficult is the existence of a text like Р?5-В. It is impossible 
to imagine that this text was made from a Western manuscript. The 
text can only be explained if we accept that it has been withdrawn 
from the influence of oral Gospel tradition at a very early date. 

From all this it is clear that it is very difficult to decide whether a 
quotation in an early writing which has a parallel in the New 
Testament has been drawn from the oral tradition or from the New 
Testament. We may even say that in the light of textual history 
the question does not even arise because a clear-cut division between 
written and oral tradition was not made. In certain regions the 
same applies to the division between what we call apocryphal and 
canonical Gospels. The so-called Jewish-Christian Gospels must have 
gradually grown out of the conflation of oral and written tradition. 

Again we are not justified in speaking of Jewish-Christian 
Gospel tradition whenever we are referring to oral tradition. We 
certainly agree that much of the oral tradition circulated among 
Christians who belonged to the Jewish people. But that was not 
because they were Jews but because the further we go back into 
history of the Church the more we are brought face to face with the 
Jewish origin of Christianity. Therefore, we do better to speak of 
early Christian oral tradition. 

Then we have to decidein what way we should evaluate manuscripts 
and quotations 1. If we are dealing with late witnesses it remains 


1 See E. C. COLWELL, “The Significance of Grouping of New Testament 
Manuscripts", in: NTS 4 1957/58, p. 73-92; IDEM, "Method in Locating a 
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advisable to make a collation against the textus receptus or, if we 
are dealing with versions, against the Vulgate or the Peshitto. 
Early manuscripts and quotations must be collated against P*5-B. 
This is, as we know, a text which escaped the “Western” peculiari- 
ties and it is a text which is partially responsible for many mixed 
texts. After such a collation we shall not be able to say more than 
that a manuscript is more or less related to Р°-В. Readings 
which disagree with P"5-B can be compared with manuscripts like 
the Old Syriac, the Old Latin and the Diatessaron. 

Finally it is necessary to say something about the reconstruction 
of the original text. As far as we know, textual history does not 
offer us any evidence that one manuscript or type of text shows 
the original text. We may say that P®-B escaped an important 
amount of corruption, but that does not mean that it has not been 
corrupted at all. As we stated above 1, it is conceivable that P'5-B 
has been linguistically corrected. Particularly in cases where we 
have to choose between a “‘Semitism’’ in the “Western” witnesses 
and a good Greek reading in Р?5-В we probably aught to follow 
the “Western” reading. The same applies in cases where P"5-B 
shows atticisms. On the other hand harmonisations and additions 
to make intelligible reading in the Western Text have to be rejected. 
This means that we have to judge readings on internal considera- 
tions, but without neglecting the origin of the different manuscripts. 
We believe that the present alternative between “the eclectic 
method" and the following of a particular "good" manuscript or 
text is a fallacy. The “eclectic method" would need to be followed 
only if we did not know anything of the history of the text. But 
we do know something about these things and we know what 
influences come to bear upon the manuscripts and the groups of 
manuscripts because of their historical background. This we have 
to take into account when we choose a particular reading. 


newly discovered Manuscript within the Manuscript Tradition of the Greek 
New Testament", in: Studia Evangelica, in: TU 73 1959, p. 757-777; IDEM, 
“The Origin of Text-Types of New Testament Manuscripts", in: Early 
Christian Origins, Mélanges Willoughby, ed. A. WIKGREN, Chicago 1962, 
p. 128-136; E. C. CoLwELL-E. W. Tune, “The quantitative Relationships 
between MS Text-Types", in: Bibl. amd Patrist. Stud. ... В.Р. Casey, 
р. 25-32; IDEM, "Variant Readings. Classification and Use”, in: JBL 83 
1964, p. 253-261. 
3 See p. 49. 
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